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Through case study research located in Tautoro, Northland, Aotearoa New Zealand, this 
thesis investigates the challenges hapū (kin-community groups) and their marae 
(ancestral centers of tribal identity, meeting houses) face in their traditional role as 
kaitiaki (guardians) of land and water. 
 
Harnessing connection and whakapapa (genealogy) to gather ancestral narratives while 
living and working within the community at the center of the case study, coupled with 
examinations of legal documents, historical land transfers and western scientific studies, 
the past and present relationship between hapū, Pākehā (New Zealand Europeans) and 
the local environment is explored. 
 
Ināianei, i Mua, ā Muri Ake – Now, Then, Next: A Whakapapa Analysis of Engagement 
Approaches to Tangata, Whenua and Wai: A Case Study in Te Tai Tokerau (Northland) 
finds that for the hapū of Tautoro, water and land are viewed in a contrasting way to 
Eurocentric capitalist models. It establishes clearly that ancestral rights exist, and that 
consultation with hapū over proposed sale and development of land and related water 
take has historically been performed poorly, resulting in harm to local environments and 
thus harm to the people of the land. 
 
We see through the case study how a kanohi-ki-te-kanohi (face-to-face), marae-based 
negotiation with hapū, acknowledging water as a taonga (treasure) with its own inherent 
mauri (life force) and the kaitiaki role of local hapū, can result in improved outcomes for 
all parties, and for the local environment. 
 
The purpose of this thesis is to gather narratives for future descendants of the hapū of 
Tautoro, inform policy at local and central government level in relation to collaboration 
with hapū, and provide a template for capitalist enterprises whose activities on the land 
threaten the kaitiakitanga (guardianship) of local hapū. In a climate-change environment, 
this is important not only to Aotearoa New Zealand’s hapū groups, but also to indigenous 
communities elsewhere in the world facing similar crises. 
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Several writing conventions have been used in the construction of this thesis in order to 
aid in its depth of quality and meaning. The following is a brief explanation of the reasons 
for their usage.  
 
It may already be clear from the title of this thesis that Te Reo Māori (the 
Māori/indigenous and official language of Aotearoa New Zealand) features heavily in its 
content. Certain words when written in Te Reo Māori appear like English words. For 
example, the English word ‘pure’ (to mean not mixed) and the Māori word ‘pure’ 
(pronounced with rolled r, meaning to ritually remove sacred restriction). In order to 
allay any confusion, the first use of Māori words, phrases and sentences have been 
distinguished by italics and then, thereafter non-italicised. Translations of Māori 
terminology into English are also provided in brackets immediately following the term or 
terms used. Please check the glossary found after the references section of this thesis and 
before the appendices section for further assistance on translations and how certain 
terms are utilised in different contexts.  
 
Furthermore, Te Reo Māori also employs the use of macrons to indicate vowel length and 
to indicate the differential meanings of Māori terms that vowel length provides. However, 
whilst reading this thesis - certain words will be encountered that lack a macron on the 
vowel. If my editing attempts have been thorough, this is not a mistake. Macrons on Māori 
vowels did not come into popular usage until well after the passage of the Māori Language 
Act 1987. Since then, the written language has incrementally become more standardised, 
particularly through Māori educational and academic efforts. Prior to this, vowel length 
was marked by double vowels (like my name Raaniera for example). In these instances, I 
have not inserted macrons in order to comply with present orthography standards but 
left them as I found them in their original texts. Under this policy, the Maori Lands 
Administration Act 1900 for example does not feature a macron on the vowel in the word 
Māori.  
 
Many of the kōrero (semi-structured interview) sessions throughout the research process 
occurred in Te Reo Māori. For purposes of authenticity and recognition of the dicta 
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provided to me in that moment I have provided passages in full and have provided my 
own translations in English.  
 
Continuing with protocols relating to Te Ao Māori (the Māori world), I have included 
tribal, whakapapa (genealogical) affiliations as cultural, geospatial identifiers in brackets 
next to the names of those persons from who information was sourced (for example 
Ngāpuhi or Ngāti Porou). These include academics, professionals, whānau 
(family/extended family) and tribal leaders and experts. The reasons for this convention 
are numerous but can be summarised by the following statements. Firstly, as Ngāti 
Manawa, Te Arawa and Tūhoe academic Poia Rewi explains, individual Māori tribes ‘…are 
unique and distinguishable from one another. These distinct tribes and subtribes also 
define us as special individuals. (2010, p. 7). The ‘question of identity’ - the audience or 
reader may be having - ‘is immediately informed that the speaker’ or author is of a certain 
tribal origin and geographical area within Aotearoa New Zealand (Karetu, 1975, pp. 36, 
43). I also acknowledge those New Zealanders who self-identify as both Māori and of New 
Zealand European descent (I myself an example of this being of Ngāti Rangi, Ngāti 
Moerewa, Te Whānau-a-Apanui and Ngāti Pākehā) as well as those who solely identify as 
Ngāti Pākehā. The acknowledgment to whakapapa identifiers is done so in order to give 
proper attribution to the communities these individuals and their information comes 
from. By extension then, I also acknowledge the tribal connections of those global people 
of First Nation’s origin of whom I have cited in this work, where their tribal, indigenous 
affiliations are publicly known (e.g., academic profiles).  
 
Furthermore, regarding the use of whakapapa charts or genealogy trees presented in this 
thesis, it is important to note that they do not account for all generations within the 
whānau tree. They are for the most part a selected lineage of known vertical descent and 
lateral familial connections. I reiterate Ngāti Whakaue and Ngāti Raukawa anthropologist 
Paul Tapsell’s point that the whakapapa charts shown may ‘…differ from one kin group 
to others’ and so the seven charts exhibited do not ‘claim authority over and above any 
other version that may exist’ (2015, p. 31).  
 
Finally, I have used a selection of visual elements such as site-specific maps, regional 
maps, photographs and art illustrations. It is hoped these mediums will stimulate 
background analysis and an appreciation of place and community for the reader. 
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This thesis comprises seven chapters. In order of presentation, they include:  
 
Chapter One, ‘Hoki Whakamuri, kia Anga Whakamua, - Thinking Back, Going 
Forward - Whakapapa as Conceptual Approach for Research in a Rural Māori 
Community’ functions as a kaupapa (foundation layer, or issue) framing chapter. It first 
sets out to describe the Māori creation story, emphasising the relevance of ancient and 
ancestral foundations to contemporary issues. It then explores various interpretations of 
whakapapa and its place as an organisational tool of Te Ao Māori, connecting humans, 
land, water and the spiritual realm. I then look into the existing literature regarding 
whakapapa as a framework for research and finally discuss the way in which my own 
whakapapa intertwines with my role as researcher, to become ‘...simultaneously both 
paradigm and method’ (Paki & Peters, 2015, p. 55.) The chapter will describe the physical 
and cultural setting for the case study to follow, and why my return to my homeland and 
being physically present within the kin-community I was writing about was integral in 
my ability to undertake this research. 
 
Chapter Two, ‘Whakapapa and Kin Papakāinga-Based Research’ aims to exemplify a 
whakapapa and community-based research method in action in the Tautoro community.  
Subsequently it describes the way in which kōrero was gathered and analysed, and the 
challenges and opportunities encountered by such a methodology. 
 
Chapter Three, ‘Whenua me te Tangata: He Whakapapa Hihiri o Tautoro (Land and 
People: A Dynamic Genealogy of Tautoro)’ concentrates on the key elements of the 
geological and environmental history of the Tautoro landscape, as understood by the 
local kin-community and with reference to Western scientific understanding of the area’s 
geological, palynological and paleoecological histories. This highlights the appeal of such 
a landscape for settlement, the history of settlement in the area, and clarifies the depth of 
the ancestral relationships of hapū to land and water. 
 
Having established such appeal, Chapter Four, ‘Rangatiratanga, Mana Whenua, Mana 
Wai Curtailed’ investigates the painful truth behind the community’s loss of whakapapa 
tenure to key sites. It examines the colonial experience of Tautoro hapū and the 
disintegration of hapū rangatiratanga, mana whenua, and kaitiakitanga over the land and 
water, which continues to weigh heavily on local kin-communities today. This provides 
the historico-legal context and community leadership response, upon which 
contemporary issues facing water and land in Tautoro can then be viewed. 
 
Chapter Five, ‘Protecting the Mauri of Wai Māori in Tautoro’ explores through case 
study of an avocado orchard’s resource consent application, the present-day resource 
management politics of water use and how hapū continue to respond to commercial and 
climatic challenges facing the region. It highlights the continued lack of Te Tiriti o 
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Waitangi centered engagement by local government and agri-business and their failure 
to consider the value of hapū mana whenua and their metaphysical understandings of 
whenua (land) and wai Māori (fresh/pure water). 
 
Chapter Six, ‘Emergent Inter-Hapū/Iwi/Company Collaboration at Catchment 
Level’ introduces an evolving direction for future management and protection of land 
and water, as seen in Tautoro when a distant iwi entity procured the land title to the 
avocado orchard, and set out to engage with hapū in a marae-based context over wai, in 
acknowledgement of local mana whenua. In doing so, there is potential to describe a 
template upon which subsequent partnerships between hapū and commercial agencies 
can be examined. 
 
Chapter Seven, ‘Kōrero Whakamutunga; kōrero Whakatīmatanga (Closing 
Statements, Future Aspirations)’ is the conclusion of this thesis. It offers a summary of 
key findings and looks forward with aspirations for future co-governance models, in 



















Chapter One: Hoki Whakamuri, kia Anga Whakamua, - Thinking Back, 
Going Forward - Whakapapa as a Conceptual Approach for Research in 
a Rural, Māori Community 
 
Me hoki muri koe ki te timatanga o ngā mea katoa, rapua ngā aho whakapapa, kitea 
ngā āhuatanga whakauaua, ā, wetekia, hei arataki i a tātau āianei  
 
You need to go back to the beginning of all things, trace the threads of whakapapa 
(genealogy, matrix of relationships), to find the complexities and unravel them to help 
guide us today. 
 
Kaumātua (senior male of marae community) and lecturer of Māori Studies at Te 
Wānanga o Raukawa, Hirini Tau 2019, personal communication, 6 April). 
 
 
1.1 The Phenomenon of Creation According to Te Ao Māori (the Māori world) 
 
Ngāti Raukawa, Ngāti Tamaterā and Ngāpuhi academic Te Ahukaramū Charles Royal 
explains that:  
‘[e]very culture has its traditions about how the world was created. Māori have 
many of them, but the most important stories are those that tell how darkness 
became light, nothing became something, earth and sky were separated, and 
nature evolved (2005).  
 
Harkening back to a remote time in the past, before Polynesian voyagers navigated 
‘…with a significant number of migration canoes…from an East Polynesian interaction 
sphere’ (King, 2003, pp. 46, 49; see also Buck (Te Rangi Hiroa) 1958; see also Sorrenson 
1979, pp. 46-47, 56-57;) to Aotearoa (New Zealand), early tūpuna (ancestors) imagined 
the universe as a ‘long chain of being’ (Salmond, 2017, p 408). They also imagined a 
continuous descending hierarchy of entities and components arranged in a sequential 
and a subsequently lateral order from the first being. How did these tūpuna index such 
an enormous and complex phenomenon of existence that ‘…explained both the time 
before and the time after the origin of the universe, including the creation of life’ (Roberts, 
Norman & Minhinnick et al., 1995, p. 8)? 
 
To answer this question, cosmological stories describing the phenomenological origins 
of Te Ao Māori (the world known to Māori) are recounted in the first part of my thesis. 
These stories show not only how the universe emerged, but also provide a philosophical 
platform to show the journeys made from darkness into light in search of knowledge. And 
as discussed later in the chapter and throughout this thesis, the stories also help to situate 
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the past and present as well as people’s place within the vast universe. Any discussion on 
Māori kin-communities, even if focusing on contemporary issues, has ancient and 
ancestral foundations that go back to the beginning of time. Where we have been always 
guides where we are going. Thus, I begin with these first kōrero (stories, interpretations) 
in this chapter, then move towards my own community histories and narratives in the 
middles chapters before examining in the last part of my thesis the contemporary water 
issues confronting my kin community of Tautoro at present and into the future. 
 
The philosophies and writings surrounding the origin stories, which describe the 
cosmological development of the universe and the emergence of the natural world, are 
vast and detailed. This body of literature includes, for example, Grey (1885); Best (1906), 
(1934); Te Whatahoro (translated by Smith, P) (1913); Buck (Te Rangi Hiroa) (1949); 
Marsden (2003); and Reilly (2018). Narratives differ in emphasis from one hapū (kinship-
group, kin-community) region to another (for example in the Ngāpuhi and Ngāti 
Kahungunu tribal regions there is a firm belief in Io as the supreme being while other 
tribal groupings like Te Arawa do not subscribe to this belief; see Reilly, 2018, pp. 13, 18). 






Some writers were non-Māori anthropologists and ethnographers (for example, Elsdon 
Best, Percy Smith and Raymond Firth), while others were tribal experts (Hoani Te 
Whatahoro, Hare Hongi Stowell and Maori Marsden). However, the central themes and 
characters are mainly consistent between the various accounts. My purpose here is not 
to provide a comprehensive summary of these worldviews, but rather to offer a generic 
account of the creation story, with reference to Ngāpuhi kōrero where possible. 
 
Deconstructing the kōrero outlined by Hirini Tau (Ngai Tawake, Ngāpuhi) in table 1, we 
see the beginning times were dark but there, waiting in the darkness were the conditions 
for life. In this darkness, Io the first entity, breathed Te Hauora (the Breath of Life) into 
Te Kore and ‘…initiated a genealogical coming into being…’ (Reilly, 2018, p. 16) where Te 
Kore was fertilised with the seeds of cosmic expansion and growth. Royal, citing the 
original works of Marsden, Te Hauora was ‘…the agent or source through which mauri 
Table 1: Kōrero and translation provided by kaumātua and lecturer of Māori Studies at Te Wānanga o Raukawa Hirini Tau 
(2019, personal communication, 6 April). 
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[life principle/energy] is mediated to objects both animate and inanimate…[which] 
generates, regenerates and upholds creation’ (2003, p. 44). The ongoing expansion of the 
cosmos brought about the emergence of celestial bodies such as the heavens, the earth 
and lastly Te Ao Wairua (the spirit world) (Reilly, 2018, p. 15). Mauri, expressed in Te 
Hauora and described as the bonding element, the life essence or energy present in all 
things, was integral to this process (Royal, 2003, p. 44; the concept of mauri in the natural 
environment is explored in chapter 5).  
 
Historian Brad Haami (Ngāti Awa, Ngāti Kahungunu, Kai Tahu, Tūwharetoa) and 
academic Mere Roberts (Ngāti Hikairo, Ngāti Apakura) describe the descending 
transition through the three dimensions of existence – Te Kore, Te Pō and Te Ao Mārama 
(the void, the darkness and the world of light) as ‘… an evolutionary sequence through 
eons of space, darkness, and time until the creation of earth and sky, regarded as the 
primal parents’ (2002, pp. 404-405; see also Tapsell, 2011, pp. 87-90). Rangi (sky father) 
and Papa (earth mother) came into existence and were initially gripped together in a 
lengthy embrace, perpetuating the darkness. Submerged in the dark depths of this union, 
the evolutionary process continued, until the offspring of Rangi and Papa were born. The 
world was still dark and their offspring grew restless, wanting onward progress and 
desiring not darkness but for Te Ao Mārama. It was one of their progeny Tāne (god of 
forests) who with the assistance of his siblings decided to separate their parents. Rangi 
was forced upwards bringing light into the space created between sky and earth. As 
Roberts, Waerete Norman (Te Aupōuri, Te Rarawa, Ngāti Kahu), Ngaeneko Minhinnick 
(Ngāti Te Ata), Del Wīhongi (Te Rarawa) and Carmen Kirkwood (Tainui) explain, ‘after 
separation Rangi became known as Ranginui e tū iho nei, the male principle, or sky father 
and Papa as Papatūānuku the female principle or earth mother’ (1995, p. 9). 
 
From these primary atua (gods, deities) emanate the universal building blocks of life. 
Everything from the constellations, the oceans, the forests and the life found within those 
realms derive from the creation narrative, in a ‘…vast and complex whānau’ woven 
together (Royal, 2010, p. 8). Scholar Wharehuia Milroy (Ngāti Tūhoe) and theologian 
Wiremu Kaa (Ngāti Porou) refer to the creators of this whānau (family) as ngā kāwai 
tūpuna (deities or ancestors with continuing influence in the world) (2001, p. 14). From 
this whānau also came te ira tangata (human element/human genes/humankind). 
Although several interpretations exist as to the nature of this formation, Walker explains 
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that the ‘…progression from the creative activities of gods and demi-gods to the activities 
of men…’ (1978, p. 20) came by way of the creation of and copulation with Hineahuone1 
by Tāne. This union created Hinetītama and the first human element, whose descendants 
became humankind who dwelled together in Te Ao Mārama – the world of light, air and 
awareness (Walker, 2004, p. 12; see also Reilly, 2018, p. 24). The actions of the 
archetypical beings showcased here embody notions of conception and the embryonic, 
gradual progression of creation, of an emergence from a state of nothing, of no breath, to 
a state of life in the darkness, through to maturation, of thought and consciousness to 





The transition from initial states of scant knowledge through to knowledge acquisition is 
epitomised in the Te Ao Mārama paradigm. For Walker, the arrival at knowledge - Te Ao 
Mārama emblematised the process of cognitive transformation, where Te Kore and Te Pō 
‘…signify the emptiness and darkness of the mind. Because there was no light [in Te Kore], 
there was no knowledge’ (2004, p. 12). Given this, the Te Ao Mārama paradigm is a 
philosophical inquiry into the nature of knowledge and its procurement. In Te Ao Māori, 
the start of any inquiry begins with whakapapa; of moving backwards in time following 
a pathway illuminated by whakapapa; and of examining narratives depicting sequential 
events until knowledge is reached.  
 
1.2 Whakapapa – An Explanatory and Organisational Tool of Te Ao Māori  
 
In the early epochs of Māori history, the pioneers of this worldview - tohunga (skilled 
person, priestly expert), kaumātua, kuia (senior female of marae community) and other 
knowledge leaders - cooperated and pieced together their cultural evolutionary theories 
 
1 According to many tribal traditions, Hineahuone was the first female human, formed from soil of 
Papatūānuku.  
Table 2: A Te Ao Māori ordering of knowledge 
growth according to whakapapa adapted from 
Marsden (2003) and Walker (2004). 
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or mātauranga (information/knowledge) through wānanga (knowledge forums) and 
kōrero (see also Mahuika, 2019, p. 4). Citing Ethnographer Elsdon Best’s (1952) 
interpretation of Māori epistemologies of creation, psychologist Virginia Tamanui 
(Ngāriki Kaipūtahi, Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki, Ngāpuhi, Whakatōhea) indicates that: 
the Māori pantheon, from the Supreme Being to the departmental gods and the 
personified progeny of Rangi and Papa, fused ancient myth with complex religious 
concepts and was a well abstracted argument to explain evolution. It also satisfied 
the Māori ontological desire to know the whence of all things (2013, p. 135).  
 
Over time, ancestors developed principles, technical oral vocabularies and an 
identification genealogy allowing for the organisation of human, material and non-
material specimens through a linked, sequenced order of variables to provide a cultural 
platform from which to understand the world around them. Despite modern western 
science today presenting novel information storage theories such as Satoshi Nakamoto’s 
(2008) sequential Blockchain network2, Māori society has been utilising information 
storage and sharing methods for centuries in the form of whakapapa (see Roberts, Haami, 
& Benton et al., 2004, p. 16). 
 
In contemporary Māori society whakapapa is widely known as the term used to describe 
the methodical oration of one’s whānau genealogy, tracing whānau (familial) connections 
backwards in time and linking the speaker to their ancestry (the value of this connecting 
exercise will be further emphasised in section 1.5 and in chapter two). The citation of 
whakapapa affiliations according to orator and academic Poia Rewi (Ngāti Manawa, Te 
Arawa, Tūhoe) ‘inform[s] and reaffirm[s] familial relationships, from the cosmological 
gods to Māori pre-existence in the Pacific, to migration to New Zealand’ (2010, p. 83). 
Analysing its constituent parts, the prefix whaka – meaning ‘to cause something to 
happen’ and the word papa meaning ‘a physical object in the shape of something broad, 
flat and hard’ - when coined together to form whakapapa has come to mean ‘to place in 
layers one level upon another’. Whakapapa however is not just about human genealogy.  
 
2 In its basic form, blockchain is a distributed, peer-to-peer database which identify, disseminate and record 
information about various aspects of past transactions in a sequence of blocks with ‘…each block 
contain[ing] information about the previous block, collating all in an immutable chain’ (Akcora et al., 2017, 
p.3) from its source creation block. The blockchain validates and maintains a history of transactions and 




Table 3: Whakapapa sequencing from nothing to ngā kāwai tupuna, the natural world and humanity, adapted 
from Sadler (2007, p. 39) and Reilly (2018, p. 19).  
 
In their attempt to describe and map out a networked universe, their place in it and the 
positions of other living creatures and inanimate objects, tūpuna visualised the relations 
between things through whakapapa – a record of layers, with each layer ‘…inherent[ly] 
connected to the one above, thus constituting a line of descent or genealogy’ (Haami & 
Roberts, 2002, p. 403) from the original source (see tables 1 and 3 as an example of this 
layered technique). In his journal article titled Nā Rangi tāua, nā Tūānuku e Takoto Nei: 
Research Methodology Framed by Whakapapa, educationalist lecturer James Graham 
(Ngāti Te Whatu-i-āpiti) describes whakapapa as a scaffold like structure for harbouring 
knowledge of the Māori world (2009a, p. 3). Anthropological scholar Merata Kawharu 
(Ngāti Whātua, Ngāpuhi) and indigenous studies academic Erica Newman also used the 
metaphor describing whakapapa as a genealogical ‘scaffolding’ of knowledge, central to 
everything in Te Ao Māori (2018, p. 52; see also Keenan, 1994, pp. xx and 23 where he 
describes whakapapa as a theory of intellectual infrastructure). Similarly, Roberts 
specifies that whakapapa is a framework ‘…upon which knowledge is situated; i.e., it is 




According to Tautoro kaumātua and academic Hōne Sadler3 (Ngāti Rangi, Ngāti 
Moerewa) whakapapa was a culturally appropriate tool of information management that 
‘…enabled the tohunga to open the mind to explore [interactions with their environment] 
and to critically analyse new phenomena’ they encountered thus contributing to societal 
enlightenment and consciousness (2007, p. 35). On that account, the scaffolding structure 
of whakapapa illuminates ‘…the couplings and chasms between various units [and 
explains how these units]…exist not just for us but also for themselves and for one 
another’ (Bogost, 2012, pp. 50, 51). ‘Names provide additional information’ Roberts 
explains ‘and when organized (classified) into lineages vertically and horizontally, the 
narratives then add ‘flesh’ (knowledge) to the ‘bones’ of this skeletal framework’ (2013, 
p. 107) (for example, the narrative genealogy shown in table 1 gives substance to the 
skeletal genealogy seen in table 2).  
 
While it can be said that this way of recording narrative genealogy does not provide a 
detailed explanation of how things were created if compared to western scientific views 
of the epochal creation of the universe and the evolution of plant, human and animal 
species, whakapapa still has its place both in and outside of Māori-centred environments 
as Haami and Roberts assert:  
‘whakapapa provides a template that enables knowledge to be situated; upon this 
template are added layers of meaning in the form of mātauranga (everyday 
knowledge) and wānanga (esoteric knowledge). Collectively, these layers provide 
the many necessary sources of meaning and understanding for a variety of 
different purposes’ (2002, p. 409). 
 
Furthermore, that whakapapa: 
 
‘…enables Māori to locate things in physical space as well as genealogical time […] 
Most importantly of all, [it] provides a constant reminder of the kinship of all 
things; of the common thread of connectedness and its spiritual essence inherited 
from the creator (ibid, p. 411; see table 4 as an example). 
 
In agreeance, classical studies scholar Agathe Thornton describes the networked reality 
of whakapapa for Māori as the:  
‘source of many sequences of proper names and also of common beings or nouns... 
[it] is the conception of all existence being derived within an all comprehending 
genealogy that is first cosmic and then tribal […] whakapapa compris[es] the 
 
3 It is important to acknowledge my whakapapa connections to Hone Sadler, who I am related to by my 
mother’s genealogical ancestry (see table 12). It was he - among other whanaunga (kin relatives) - who 
suggested the use of whakapapa as a model to any research conducted in our home community of Tautoro.  
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coming-to-be of the world and its structure, the production of humankind, and 
eventually the canoe ancestors and their lineages down to the present day. Its 
branches are innumerable, constituting gods, the heavens, the earth, but also life 
and the status of men, women and children, of stars, trees, birds, fish and so on’ 
(2004, p. 209).  
 
 
Table 4: Haami and Roberts (2002, p. 404) provide the above table which reflects a mātauranga Māori (Māori 
knowledge) explanation of creation. The sequential order of whakapapa and the narratives attached to each 
unit provide a Māori framework to understanding the connections between all things in the Māori world. 
Footnote 1 refers to the flightless bird and national bird of Aotearoa New Zealand. Footnote 2 refers to the 
pacific rat and the Polynesian dog which accompanied the ancestors of Māori to New Zealand. 
 
Similarly, in his exploration of core Māori cultural concepts, , anthropologist Cleve Barlow 
(Ngāpuhi) promotes whakapapa as the basis for the organisation and transmission of 
knowledge about Te Ao Māori with different species, classes of things and all kinds of 
matter having its own whakapapa (1991, pp. 173-174; see Marsden & Henare, 1992, pp. 
10, 11). Owing to the scaffold-like structure whakapapa creates, surrounding units are 
related to one another in the socio-cultural, ontologically networked reality of Te Ao 
Māori. Ecological health researcher Benita Wakefield (Ngāti Kahungunu, Ngāti Kere, 
Ngāti Irakehu) explains that inherent in its layered nature, whakapapa denotes 
‘…orderliness, sequence, evolution and progress…’ (2008, p. 23). Listening to the message 
advanced by Marsden and Henare, the symbolism and patterns that derive from the 
sequential nature of whakapapa, which moves from the physical and metaphysical 
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substances formed at the time of Io-Matua-Kore through to Te Ao Hurihuri (the ever-
changing world of the present), need to be recognised (1992, p. 14).  
 
Mere Roberts, Brad Haami and Richard Benton et al., repeat the call of Marsden and 
Henare and advocate novel reflections upon ‘…the knowledge embedded in whakapapa 
and their accompanying narratives in an attempt to draw some conclusions of relevance 
to contemporary concern’ (2004, p 21). The tracing of isolated whakapapa sequences, 
once connected-together might offer a key - in the form of knowledge, understanding and 
inspiration - to the present and the development of desirable whakapapa sequences in 
the future ‘…that attends to living and life’ (Tamanui, 2012, p. 10).  
 
The usefulness of the whakapapa concept for current research practice is now explored.  
 
1.3 Whakapapa as Theoretical Framework for Research – A Review of the Literature 
 
The first task of this chapter then has been to establish whakapapa as a conceptual 
platform for seeing and understanding connections and relationships between seemingly 
disparate physical and metaphysical entities in the universe, from the past through to 
today. As Roberts and Fairweather point out, whakapapa: 
‘[p]rovides an understanding of how the world works...if you can trace the history 
of your origins or that of an organism or thing, you will gain an understanding of 
how things came to be and what is their place in the world, i.e., it is not just about 
the origins of things but the correct relationships of things one to another; this is 
all in the whakapapa. This knowledge can be used to make culturally safe 
decisions…’ (2004, p. 19). 
Whakapapa - as an intergenerational ontological explanatory tool for nature – has served 
to clarify Māori descent and kinship relationships from and between cosmological 
phenomena, to primordial ancestors and to local geographies (in this case Tautoro) and 
solidifies and helps explain local social and environmental histories. Much research and 
thinking around this form and usage of whakapapa knowledge has happened in local 
contexts for generations - in kōrero, waiata (songs), hapū histories and land claims made 
to the Native Land Court. Wider Māori knowledge discourses include journal articles (see 
for example Mahuika, 2019), theses (see for example Tane, 2018), books (see for example 
Mahuika, 1975; see also Kawharu, 1977; Mahuika, 1998; Marsden, 2003; Walker, 2004; 
Tapsell, 2006, 2011; Ellis, 2016) and museum exhibitions (see for example Pūkaki: Te 
Hokinga Mai o te Auahituroa; see also Te Ara: Māori Pathways of Leadership). But what 
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of whakapapa as an analytical framework for research? How can it be useful to guide 
understanding of past trends and their links to contemporary land and waterscape 
issues? How can whakapapa further help in structuring future pathways via an 
examination of specific sequences and narratives of the past?  
 
There are modern precedents for whakapapa as a framework for research design and 
method performance. What follows is a review of this literature, or as Tane aptly 
describes it, an ‘academic genealogy’ (2018, p. 40) or whakapapa of those scholastic trend 
setters who explored its myriad of investigative uses and applied it to their research 
needs.  
 
By seeking out and tracing the course of earlier authors who made practical use of 
whakapapa as a research paradigm, the journey takes us back to a time in the 1980’s 
where key socio-cultural transformations in New Zealand society4 were taking place, as 
well as within tertiary institutions where changes in education policy ‘…dramatically 
reshaped the academic landscape’ with higher degrees of engagement of Māori in 
scholarly study at New Zealand universities (Kidman, Chu & Fernandez et al., 2015, pp. 
36, 57). Commentary by historian Bain Attwood (2011) indicates that Māori from various 
tribal regions in the 1980’s were becoming university-trained academics in ever-greater 
numbers and sought the indigenisation of New Zealand university institutions and 
research fields, particularly where research and authorship of Māori histories, stories and 
cultural concepts and protocols where involved (see Tamanui, 2012, p. 32 for discussions 
on the history and impacts of non-Māori anthropological and ethnographical studies on 
Māori; see also Smith, 1999; see also Walker, 2004). He goes on to convey the steady rise 
in works based on mātauranga Māori epistemologies, observing that since 1990 
‘…several Māori [tribal] histories have been produced, most of which have been grounded 
in whakapapa and oral traditions and their methodological presuppositions, 
explanations of causation, and intended audience make them very different from the 
works of Māori history penned by Pākehā scholars’ (2011, p. 601). It is notable too that a 
 
4 Several examples of socio-cultural transformation in 1980’s New Zealand include the 1981 Springbok 
Rugby tour; the first all Māori-language news programme Te Karere coming on air in 1982; the Waitangi 
Tribunal being given the prerogative to hear claims for breaches of Treaty of Waitangi dating back to 1840 
(prior to this it could only hear claims to issues rising from the very recent year of 1975), thus providing 
more options for self-expression and redress; and in 1987, Te Reo Māori being recognised as the first and 
an official language of New Zealand.  
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considerable body of research for Te Tiriti o Waitangi (the Māori text) claims have 
developed in the enlightened Treaty claims era (i.e., 1980s onwards) which is based on 
mātauranga/whakapapa framings.5 As Graham asserts, this era was particularly fertile 
for Māori research and philosophies to come to the fore due to the emergence of a 
‘…discourse of tino rangatiratanga [autonomy, self-determination] being asserted 
nationally and confidently’ (2009b, pp. 154-155).  
 
The work of historian Danny Keenan (Ngāti Te Whiti, Te Ātiawa) is an early example of 
whakapapa used as the central theoretical framework and research practice for studies 
in kin communities. His 1994 thesis on Taranaki histories differentiates itself between 
the usual interpretation of whakapapa as a means solely through which whānau ancestry 
and bi-lateral relationships from eponymous ancestors are shared and managed to that 
of a ‘mana whakapapa framework’ (pp. xi, 230) which he describes as an ‘…alternative 
framework patterned on conventional whakapapa which facilitate[s] the processes of 
mediating tribal histories of mana out of tribal narratives’ (p. xi). Keenan, influenced by 
Barlow’s writings (1991, p. 61) presents mana as ‘…the enduring, indestructible power 
of the gods’ (p. 32) - an ancestral force that flows genealogically downwards and 
bestowed ‘…by the gods to their human agents and accompanied by the endowment of 
spiritual power to act on their behalf and in accordance with their revealed will’ 
(Marsden, 2003, p. 122). Keenan explains mana as a supernatural influence that flows 
from a primary source (gods – mana atua), with active spiritual properties that 
transforms via ‘human agents’ (rangatira – high-ranking leader, person with leadership 
qualities; tohunga – skilled person in sacred rituals, chosen expert in a particular field). 
Mana transforms into states of physical, mental and emotional vigour with abilities to 
influence and control people, events and the local environment. Keenan acknowledges 
the divisibility of mana to end users (i.e., a kaikōrero/speaker, researcher, author) from 
mana atua into mana tūpuna, mana tangata and mana whenua: 
‘Mana tūpuna, might refer to the omnipotence of the ancestors, and the authority 
handed down through chiefly lines, passed from one generation to another […] 
Mana whenua is described as the power associated with the land, including 
inherited rights, power of control and the protection and conservation of 
especially sacred sites […] Mana tangata [is] the authority and vigour of the tribe, 
hapū and individual’ (1994, p. 32).  
 
5 When discussing Te Tiriti o Waitangi or the Treaty of Waitangi in this thesis, I denote the difference in these 
texts by reference to their Māori or English terms - Te Tiriti and the Treaty. Section 4.2 of this thesis will 
elaborate further on this.   
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In the mana whakapapa framework, Keenan identifies whakapapa as the epistemological 
infrastructure of all Māori knowledge related to the past and present. Kin-communities 
used whakapapa to convey an awareness of biological and metaphysical connections and 
a record of past events in order to uphold and proclaim personal and kin identities and 
to validate a presence in the landscape (Keenan, 1994, p. xxiii). Embedded within 
whakapapa were narratives illustrating, for example, celestial descent of individuals from 
ancestors (for example, see section 1.1), the deeds of ancestors, environmental 
observations, geographical coordinates pinpointing the routes of human movement, 
migration and settlement within the landscape and the battles that took place for the right 
to claim to belong to a given area of whenua (land, soil) and wai (water) (1994, pp. 76-
82).  
Roberts affirms that whakapapa possesses the functionality of a ‘…cognitive template and 
mnemonic for the storage and retrieval of knowledge’ (2012, p. 41). With generations of 
whakapapa information encompassing the entirety of a kin-community’s story of mana 
tūpuna, mana tangata and mana whenua in a landscape, the presentation of narratives 
held upon the whakapapa scaffolding ‘…are more than a mere depiction of the past. They 
depict a complete and integrated representation of the tribe’s mana going forward’ 
(Keenan, 1994, p. 40). Scholar Takirirangi (Graham) Smith (Ngāti Apa, Ngāti Kahungunu, 
Te Aitanga-a-Hauiti, Kāti Māmoe) confirms Keenan’s soundings and explains these tribal 
discourses as whakapapa kōrero. This term refers to: 
‘…important narratives which define [kin-community] identity. As taonga they 
also represent a knowledge base for the survival and welfare of the group […] 
[and] rationalise existence through interconnectedness and the identification of 
relationships of those things which are identified as existing. [W]hen interpreted 
in terms of their own spatial and temporal contexts, allow clearer understandings 
and provide useful insights into pre-colonial Māori philosophies which assist 
understanding and help identify values which underpin transformations 
occurring within the contemporary context’ (2000, p. 53).  
 
Ultimately, Keenan calls attention to the combined ability of mana and whakapapa to act 
as an organisational strategy in regards to hapū narratives of the past. In reference to the 
collective of kin communities that make up the mana whenua (those groups with 
territorial rights) of Taranaki - a process which occurred over generations - he indicates 
that while tribal knowledge and narratives were contained in and accessed by 
whakapapa and shared with subsequent descendants, it was mana - the force charged by 
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the ancestral gods - that ‘patterned’ (1994, p. xx) tribal thought and motivated the 
recollection, organisation and control of historical information. Such information, when 
vividly debated on hapū marae (kin community meeting houses) and in wānanga, allowed 
for communal retrospection and provided a method of attending to and ‘…fixing the 
sequence of events’ (ibid., p. 31) which augmented hapū mana tūpuna, mana tangata and 
mana whenua. The mana whakapapa sequencing enabled Keenan to prove and decipher 
from a myriad of past narratives ‘mana whakapapa sequences that render selections of 
[Taranaki hapū] knowledge and narrative meaningful’ (1994, pp. xxii, 31). To do so is to 
enhance the contemporary shape and flow of mana in terms of hapū identity and 
experience in the landscape. 
  
Royal recognises whakapapa as a traditional apparatus of information infrastructure and 
delivery and is used as an explanatory tool to ‘…generate explanations for many things in 
the phenomenal world’ (1998a, p. 2). Like Keenan, Royal interprets whakapapa as a 
toolkit to investigate the potential for new knowledge creation through the exploration 
of ancestral knowledge, past experiences and the recognition of patterns. In support of 
the development of novel interpretive mātauranga Māori methodologies and ideas, he 
designed a Te Ao Mārama framework - a forward-thinking, culturally responsive 
research-based methodology for explaining contemporary situations and experiences of 
non-human whakapapa (ibid., p. 1). As the name suggests, this framework takes 
inspiration from the Te Ao Mārama paradigm touted by Walker (2004; see section 1.1) 
‘which arises out of cosmological whakapapa or genealogies which are metaphorical of 
the creation of the world and of the psyche of the human being’ (Royal, 1998b, p. 4). Royal 
predicates the framework on four integral ideas, namely that:  
a. ‘whakapapa symbolises the passage from ignorance (Te Pō) to knowledge (Te    
     Ao Mārama) 
b. knowledge is relative to ignorance 
c.  knowledge is the descendant of ignorance 
d.  whakapapa prescribes and describes a distinct pathway which one must follow   
     in order to receive knowledge and particularly to understand (mārama)’ (ibid,  
     p. 5). 
 
The emergent manifestation of these ideas utilises the knowledge taxonomies of 
whakapapa and the influence of Te Ao Mārama - a term that refers to new material, 
theoretical and metaphysical understandings and new opportunities - into an analytical 
methodology to aid in understanding the following:  
15 
 
- ‘the nature of phenomena 
- its origin 
- connections and relationships to other phenomena 
- describing trends in phenomena 
- locating phenomena 
- extrapolating and predicting future phenomena’ (Royal, 1998b, p. 6). 
 
The central technical concept about whakapapa is that two phenomena have converged 
and interreacted across time and produced a third phenomena. The diagrammatic 
representation of this whakapapa sequence is represented in the following table: 
 
Table 5: An example of a single phenomena (c) owing to the existence of two antecedent phenomena (a) and 
(b). Table adapted from Royal, 1998a, p. 3 and 1998b, p. 7; Sadler, 2007, p. 39. 
 
Looking back further into the academic whakapapa, these ideas shown above are also 
represented diagrammatically through classic anthropological genealogical symbols as 
outlined by scholar Hugh Kawharu (Ngāti Whātua) (1975, pp. 27-28) when he describes 
the whakapapa of his hapū at Ōrākei:  
 
Table 6: Genealogy of Ōrākei hapū showing descent from the founder Tuperiri. The shaded symbols represent 
Ōrākei tenancy holders, while the O symbols represent female individuals and the  symbol represents male. 
Image source: Kawharu (1975, pp. 27-28) 
The next requirement, according to the chronological order of whakapapa, is to observe 
the materialisation of this third phenomena to perceive the influence of the two 
originating phenomena and its consequence. When the influence and consequence of the 
two originating phenomena have been examined, whakapapa brings us to consider the 
epochs of their antecedent phenomena, highlighting the ongoing expandability of the 
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method to show connections between phenomenon across time and to generate 
knowledge: 
 
Table 7: The whakapapa framework can be adopted every time a new, single phenomena is observed and 
where phenomena interrelations and their implications require examination. Table adapted from Royal, 
(1998a, p. 3) and (1998b, p. 7); and Sadler (2007, p. 40). 
 
Recognising that ‘…the coming into being [of phenomenon] is dependent upon other 
comings into being’ Roberts says (2012, p. 41), when associated with annotative kōrero - 
in the form of karakia (incantation, prayer), waiata, tribal narratives and other discourses 
held revered and critical to the identity or past experiences (both positive and negative) 
of the tangata whenua (people of the land) group - ‘…non-human whakapapa may not 
only provide reasons for why things come to be the way they are but also serve as a 
parable providing moral instruction’ (ibid., pp. 41-42). In this sense, the epistemological 
concern of whakapapa and by extension the whakapapa research framework is at their 
core a ‘…multi-layered un-concealing…’ of submerged truths that not only provide ‘moral 
instruction’ but also help to transform the situations of end users who access its 
knowledge (Roberts, 2013, p. 110).  
 
The central tenet of whakapapa, Royal insists, is that it ‘…urges us to consider 
relationships’ (1998b, p. 7). Furthermore, in order ‘to understand phenomena, we must 
fully understand relationships’ (Royal, 1998a, p. 3). Within Te Ao Māori, invisibly, 
whakapapa connects both humans to humans and phenomena to phenomena and human 
to phenomena. Whakapapa is also the sum of the sequential layers of ever-growing 
narratives, histories, ideas, words and actions that interweave, gradually uniting isolated 
units of whakapapa – human and phenomena – culminating in māramatanga 
(enlightenment). Māori scholar Mason Durie (Rangitāne, Ngāti Kauwhata, Ngāti 
Raukawa) elucidates whakapapa as a research technique that examines the past, in 
search for connections between past and present episodes in order to ‘…aid in 
understanding phenomena [where] the researcher is drawn out to a wider picture’ 
(Durie, 1998, p. 78). This wider picture alluded to by Durie is one which has the potential 
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to generate explanations for contemporary experiences and thus, is a research tool with 
valuable ‘contemporary application’ (ibid) prompting end users to consider relationships 
among social, cultural, economic, environmental and ecological issues.  
 
1.4 Twenty-First Century End Users of a Whakapapa Research Framework: An Overview 
 
Several Māori academics agree with Royal’s employment of whakapapa, with recent 
writers seeking to render contemporary issues coherent through the organisational 
patterns the whakapapa apparatus provides.  
 
Sadler’s (2007) discussion utilised whakapapa as a means of unravelling the complex 
ontological relationships between contemporary social issues and their underlying 
sources via an examination of the past. He takes his bearings from the early creation times 
of Io and moves through a series of whakapapa sequences of several important, 
interrelated incidents and issues in Aotearoa New Zealand’s recent past stemming from 
the signing of Te Tiriti o Waitangi. In so doing, he constructs a chronological story 
detailing the consequences of colonisation (i.e., warfare, land loss, alcoholism, poverty; 
pp. 42-44) on ‘Māori social and cultural fabric’ (p. 40). Sadler thus provides a condensed 
timeline of cause and effect on Māori in order to draw out the reader to a wider picture 
alluded to by Durie. His goal being to generate understandings of the implications of 
previous events on the whakapapa chain can have on the experiences of Māori 
communities today.  
 
Linguist Joseph Te Rito (Rongomaiwahine, Ngāti Kahungunu) makes an addition to the 
list of whakapapa users in his doctoral thesis, adopting a similar strategy as Keenan 
(1994) by employing whakapapa firstly as a theoretical tool to undertake a retrospective 
reading of the current experience of hapū and whānau in his home community of Ōmahū, 
Napier (2007, p. 94) and secondly, emphasising the importance of the genealogical 
alignment of the researcher in performing papakāinga (home community) - based 
research.  With whakapapa being at the core of Māori cultural knowledge and an integral 
part of the engagement with and practice of whānau, hapū and iwi (large tribal grouping) 
kin relationships, Te Rito (ibid., p. 9) emphasises that a whakapapa framework ought to 
be the basis for any historical, kin community-based study in Aotearoa (New Zealand) by 




At its centre, Graham’s 2009 thesis advocates the whakapapa framework as the 
scaffolding (see also section 1.2) for Māori knowledge and a means for Māori to consider 
their reality in the world (2009b, p. 175). He uses traditional and contemporary 
understandings of whakapapa as mentioned by Keenan (1994), reiterating that it is not 
merely a taxonomy of whānau biological connections alone, rather - inherent in its 
epistemological structure is the drive for the ‘illumination of interconnections’ (2009b, p. 
134) between the past and present that supports mana whenua (relationships of kin 
groups to land), mana Māori (indigenous cultural identity maintenance), mana tangata 
(physical wellbeing of large natural grouping) and mana motuhake (localised tribal 
political autonomy/leadership) (ibid., p. 206, 207). His comprehension of whakapapa is 
that it is a uniquely Māori, culture-specific instrument (i.e., scaffolding) of knowledge, 
where ‘new knowledge emerges from an interaction of the past and the present’ (2009b, 
p. 177). He uses the term ‘horizon’ to frame the meeting point of interaction between 
pivotal moments and events of the past, present-day circumstances and possible future 
trajectories. Roberts agrees, advocating ‘…the use of whakapapa as a cognitive 
framework for thinking about and making sense of the world by describing individual 
ontologies and the relationships between them is not consigned to history but is 
employed today in various areas, including decision making…’ (2012, p. 52).  
 
Like scaffolding, a whakapapa framework allows the assembly of pivotal moments and 
events ‘in a logical and rational manner just as whakapapa provides the basis for the 
organisation of knowledge in respect of the creation and development of all things’ 
(Graham, 2009b, p. 176; portrayed in section 1.1). The Te Kore, Te Pō and Te Ao Mārama 
whakapapa paradigm discloses the relationship between past and present horizons and 
‘provides for a systematic synthesis of horizons by acknowledging our historical 
understanding’ and thus – as Graham describes it (citing political scientist Susan 
Hekman’s 1986 work titled Hermeneutics and the Sociology of Knowledge), is an 
‘emancipatory research process’ because in ‘…allowing historical understanding to speak 
to us, we are able to make clear its real meaning through a contemporary comprehension 
of this historical horizon’ (ibid). Educationalist and commentator Lester Rigney 
(Narungga, Kaurna and Ngarrindjeri aboriginal nations) agrees, indicating that 
indigenous epistemologies and methodologies (like the whakapapa framework) 
historically and contemporaneously, play an important role in constructing, 
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communicating, recording, rediscovering, reaffirming and analysing ‘their knowledges 
[and] represent their aspirations…and [so] carry within them the potential to strengthen 
the struggle for emancipation…’ (1997 p. 114).6 Furthermore, social scientists Simone 
Rowe, Eileen Baldry and Wendy Earles recognise that indigenous research frameworks 
the world over bring systems of analysis and practice derived from traditional knowledge 
passed down and tested through generations. These systems possess cultural values that 
reflect their complex and multidimensional connections with land, water and kinship 
groups and so intrinsically ‘…transgress dominant [western] knowledge and power 
relationships…’ (2015, p. 305). Accordingly, such indigenous perceptions ‘…matter 
especially in research that attempts to build or generate knowledge to improve their 
current situations’ (ibid., p. 305).  
 
The result of a ‘retrospective reading’ (Te Rito, 2007) yields information that allows the 
end user to examine hapū particularity and experience with regards to wai (water) and 
whenua and to speak to specific truths that brings about a new awareness of the land and 
waterscape (e.g., traditional land use). It also promotes mana – or strength and endurance 
within ‘te tai atua – the spiritual domain, te tai tangata – the human domain, te tai tini – 
the domain of resources, and te tai ao – the global domain’ (Durie, 2005, p. 236; see also 
Wakefield, 2008, p. 177 who maintains that the reinforcement of knowledge and 
principles derived from whakapapa have restorative potential for hapū mana motuhake 
in their traditional area). In so doing, this kind of reading constitutes a new tangata 
whenua experience that trend towards positive relationships (whānaungatanga, 
manaakitanga) with others and the world around us (kōtahitanga) as well as respectful 
and responsible practices (kaitiakitanga).  
 
The result of a journey through whakapapa is knowledge acquisition and a world-view 
that is anchored in customary values. As the following examples show, there is diversity 
in its range of applications.  
 
 
6Note of clarification – The World Health Organisation defines indigenous peoples as ‘communities that live 
within, or are attached to, geographically distinct traditional habitats or ancestral territories, and who 
identify themselves as being part of a distinct cultural group, descended from groups present in the area 
before modern states were created and current borders defined. They generally maintain cultural and 
social identities, and social, economic, cultural and political institutions, separate from the mainstream or 
dominant society or culture’ (World Health Organisation, n.d.). 
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In their recent work titled Exploring Whakapapa (genealogy) as a Cultural Concept to 
Mapping Transition Journeys, Understanding What is Happening and Discovering New 
Insights, Vanessa Paki (Tainui) and Sally Peters utilised a whakapapa framework to 
consider the ‘long-term implications’ (2015, p. 58) of the transition practices of early 
education centres and schools in order to garner ‘…a fuller picture, rather than being 
restricted to a first set of changes’ (ibid., p. 54) in those early schooling years by tracing 
the learning journeys of children from early childhood into primary school over an 18-
month period. The rationale was that whakapapa - with its inquisitive, relationship 
attentive nature – was deemed an effective cultural tool to mapping research and thus 
‘…co-construct the layering of knowledge for both early childhood and school [sites] to 
better understand each other’ (Paki & Peters, 2015, p. 55). The aim of their research was 
to capture ‘…the whakapapa of each site…’ (ibid., p. 53) in order to build up detailed layers 
of information. This meant an examination of the contextual histories, characteristics and 
philosophies of each person, group and setting of the early childhood and school sites 
involved while also considering the whānau contexts of the child and the learning 
scenarios of the child in early childhood and school settings (Paki & Peters, 2015, pp. 53-
55). A whakapapa framework of relationality was to pattern connections between sites 
and their settings (ibid., p. 55).  
 
Their findings highlighted the multiplicity of influences in each child’s ‘transition 
journeys’ (Paki & Peters, 2015, p. 54) and thus their overall learning experience. The 
authors outline whakapapa as an approach that will make these factors more visible. 
With a learned awareness towards a child’s story and locating them ‘…within a wider 
context rich in knowledge and meaning’ (ibid., p. 53), understanding the issues of each 
child matters in the context of their future schooling and life pathways. The point at which 
educational issues arise (or their potential to arise) is thus the responsibility of the 
teacher/school to make changes that bring about positive transformations for the child. 
Paki and Peter’s final words highlight the potential of whakapapa to create a research 
process for other researchers, emphasising the need to think of research as ‘…a process 
of ‘layering’ and the recognition that research engages with relations and connections. 
Hence, [whakapapa] is simultaneously both paradigm and method’ (2015, p. 55).  
 
Another recently-conceived use of a whakapapa approach to critical thinking is Marama 
Salsano’s (Ngāi Tūhoe, Te Aitanga-a-Māhaki) 2016 work titled Whakapapa as Literary 
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Analysis within the NCEA English Classroom. She welcomes the representation of the 
relationships and connections whakapapa brings of both human and non-human entities 
to each other through a common descent from Papatūānuku and Ranginui as primordial 
beings. Salsano (citing Rameka, 2012, pp. 36-37 and Barlow, 1996) elaborates that by its 
character, which is to highlight the interconnected layering of entities and events, 
whakapapa creates a more holistic view of things for students to contemplate.  
 
In order to support student learning within the National Certificate in Education 
Achievement (NCEA) qualification programme (years 11-13), Salsano applies the concept 
to teaching English within New Zealand High-School classrooms. At the outset, she 
asserts its value in aiding teachers and students to not only come to a ‘… greater 
understanding of what it means to be human, but also as an essential component of the 
vision of the New Zealand Curriculum [which is] to produce young people who are 
“confident, connected, actively involved, and lifelong learners”’ (2016, p. 36). Here she 
contrasts the convention of Western education theories (i.e. structuralist, new historicist, 
feminist, Marxist and postcolonial literary theories) and promotes whakapapa as an 
alternative pedagogy, believing it to be a viable framework that encourages students of 
all cultural and ethnic backgrounds ‘to compare and contrast a Māori worldview of 
biological relationships in nature with their own held beliefs [which in turn] reinforces 
Māori knowledge, [and] provides students with an alternative frame of reference’ (ibid., 
p. 37).  
 
Salsano believes a whakapapa ‘frame of reference’ – or the lens through which beliefs, 
values and choices are used to create meaning – within New Zealand secondary school’s 
ought ‘…to exist alongside Western theories as [an] equally valid and unique way of 
thinking and viewing our local and global worlds’ (p. 40, citing Walker, 2008). A 
whakapapa reframing of a Western dichotomy of individualism and the role of humans 
in the world provides ‘…a model of sustainability and a reminder of human 
connectedness to the natural world […] and the world around them’ (Salsano, 2016, p. 
37), thus inspiring teachers to tell new stories about the connections within everyday 
lives and to design educational approaches that reflect this enlightened awareness (ibid., 
p. 39). To exemplify these connections, Salsano creates a whakapapa sequence of the 
coming into being of the smartphone from its basic material ingredients beginning with 
Papatūānuku and Ranginui (2016, p. 38). As an educational tool, the sequencing 
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highlights the unnatural circularity the massive flows of raw materials humans take from 
Papatūānuku and turn into products deployed to such magnificent (person-to-person 
wireless connectivity) yet destructive (electronic waste) impacts on the planet.  
 
A ‘whakapapa reading’ (ibid., p. 41) of geographies, geologies, histories (see for example 
Keenan, 1994), environmental and ecological issues (see for example Tipa, 2013, 2017) 
and the technologies of modernity (see for example, Roberts 2002, 2004, 2012, and 
2013), ‘unpacks’ information (Salsano, 2016, p. 39) thus stimulating a critical awareness 
of cultural phenomena and processes in contemporary society and fostering ‘…perceptive 
connections within, and beyond, texts’ and (ibid., p. 37) physical environments. 
Ultimately, Salsano suggests the experience of unpacking information via whakapapa is 
an immersive education in the complexity of human-to-human, human-to-non-human 
and human-environment relations for all students and teachers. Broadly speaking, a 
‘whakapapa reading’ enables students, teachers and researchers alike to comprehend 
non-linear, divergent thinking in order to reach a comprehensive understanding of an 
issue, if not also reach positive and equitable ends.  
 
While this section of the chapter has discussed the practical use of whakapapa as a 
research framework by scholarly end users across different subjects and disciplines, the 
next section turns to examining whakapapa as a research tool specifically within the 
sociocultural context of this community-based doctoral research journey.  
 
1.5 Applying Theory to Research Practice – The Interplay of Whakapapa and Research in a 
Rural, Māori Community  
 
Earlier in this chapter (section 1.2), I made note of whakapapa colloquially known and 
referred to as the act of methodically narrating one’s genealogical connections in order 
to show ancestry to parents and grandparents, continuing backwards through previous 
generational levels highlighting links to others. In this sense, to recite whakapapa 
(depending on how far one goes back) is to acknowledge the encounters of people across 
time. When examined, the kōrero attached to names can give insight to the life 
experiences and influences of tūpuna before the coming into being of present-day 
generations. My whakapapa - a conflation of indigenous and non-indigenous place-based 
histories, kōrero and interlinking kinship connections - is the result of something prior, 
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of numerous decisions not made by me (i.e., where I was born, where I was brought up 
and how I was raised).  
 
Having provided an overview of a whakapapa framework to research in the previous 
section, what impact do the genealogically predetermined factors mentioned above have 
on the ways in which research (i.e., identifying, locating, assessing and analysing issues 
and kōrero (data/information)) is conducted within my home community of Tautoro? In 
the rural valley of Tautoro, where several interconnected hapū reside, ‘tūtūru tikanga 
Māori’ (Toi, 2014, pp. 130-131) – those traditional, authentic aspects of cultural 
knowledge, identity, custom and protocol - remain the cornerstones of daily life. In 
recognition of its centrality within tikanga, Te Rito echoing Toi, acknowledges that both 
forms of whakapapa (i.e., biological and conceptual) are the overall strategy and means 
for engaging with and operating within hapū communities (2007, p. 7).  
 
Given that my biological whakapapa is predetermined; I am conducting research in my 
home community; a community that is based on a network of whakapapa connections, it 
follows that whakapapa as ‘…simultaneously both paradigm and method’ (Paki & Peters, 
2015, p. 55) is the ‘best…informed framework that provides initial understanding and 
explanation of the nature and dynamics of the issue, problem, or phenomenon…’ 
(Lynham, 2002, p. 231) that are the foci of my research.  
 
With these factors in mind, the following kōrero or sequence of details are a partial, 
formulaic expression of prior causes – or a series of events in my personal whakapapa 
history, which recognises my indigenous, ancestral roots to people and to the local 
environment that nourished them.  
1.5.1 Tauparapara - Te Mihi Tuatahi (Incantation to Begin a Speech, The First Introduction) - 
Acknowledging Land, Water and People 
 
Ko Ngātokimatawhaorua te waka 
Ngātokimatawhaorua is the canoe that brought my forebears here 
 
Ko Rāhiri te tangata  
Rāhiri is the eponymous ancestor in this area 
 
Ko Ngāpuhi te iwi 




Ko Tautoro te maunga kei konei 
Tautoro is the sacred mountain here 
 
Tūtei i te ao i te pō 
It stands guard in the day, in the night 
 
Ko Kererū te wai kei konei 
Kererū is the culturally recognised source of water here  
 
Ko te awa o Punakitere, ko te awa o Te Opou  
Punakitere is the river that flows here; Te Opou is the stream that flows here 
 
I inuhia o mātau mātua tūpuna 
Where our ancestors drew sustenance  
 
Ko Te Mātā te puna e ora tonu nei, hei oranga ngākau mō ngā hapū o Tautoro 
Te Mātā is the sacred and vital springs that give sustenance to the peoples of Tautoro 
 
Ko Ngāti Rangi, me Ngāti Moerewa ngā hapū 
Ngāti Rangi and Ngāti Moerewa are the kinship groups here that that I genealogically 
connect to and which make up the wider collective of Māori people who belong to this 
region  
 
Ko Te Riingi, ko Te Mātā, ko Te Hungaiti ngā marae 
Te Riingi, Te Mātā and Te Hungaiti are the marae in this area 
 
Hei mihi ki te hunga ora kei tangi ki te hunga mate 
That acknowledge and greet the living and shed tears for those who have passed on. 
 
Ko Tūpari Te Whata rāua ko Iritana Ngaro Mātene ōku tūpuna  
Tūpari Te Whata and Iritana Ngaro Mātene are my great grandparents 
 
Ko Taataau Tūpari Te Whata rāua ko Ākinihi Tamehana Te Whata ōku tūpuna 
Taataau Tūpari Te Whata and Ākinihi Tamehana Te Whata are my grandparents 
 
Ko Roland Farmer rāua ko Mereana Te Whata ōku mātua 
Roland Farmer and Mereana Te Whata are my parents 
 
Ko au ko Raaniera e tuhi atu nei.  
I am Raaniera Te Whata. 
 
I start this portion of the chapter with a mihi (initial greeting of identity). A mihi is a 
formal means of introduction used to explain the whakapaparanga or layers of 
genealogical descent connections an individual has to the hapū and whānau who 
collectively assemble the socio-demographic make-up of a kin-community area and the 
landscape to which they associate. This whakapapa (layers of vertical descent from 
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ancestors) is unique to me and is reflective of the events and people (comprised of many 
generations before me, both Māori and Pākehā going back to time immemorial) and the 
landscape which have shaped the physical and metaphysical journeys I have taken thus 
far in life (as mentioned in section 1.5).  
 
This mihi is foundational in that it acknowledges the landscape upon which the 
whakapaparanga of tangata whenua of Tautoro have chosen to live out their lives since 
the time their ancestors first migrated to and settled the area several centuries ago. It 
signals the unique focal points in the Tautoro landscape and displays the intimate 
relationships Tautoro hapū members share with the landscape and waterways. Its 
reference to maunga (mountain) Tautoro, a prominent geographical feature and a site of 
historical and contemporary significance for several reasons. It is the tribal mountain - a 
permanent orientation point hapū members refer to when they assert their personal 
identity and their connections to land. Once upon a time, the area was a sanctuary, with 
several wāhi tapu (sacred places) in its immediate vicinity. The mihi then pronounced 
roto (lake) Kererū as the central water source in Tautoro. In its elevated position, Kererū 
receives rainwater directly while watershed runoff from the peaks of Maunga Tautoro, 
the Mangakahia Ranges behind it and the volcanic cone of Tauanui also fill its bounds. 
The lake is the third-largest, natural open water site in the Kaikohe Ecological District 
after lakes Omapere and Owhareiti (Conning & Miller, 2000, p. 24) and the highest 
elevated lake for its size in the region at 231 meters above sea level. For many generations 
this area is believed to be the origin of many things - te pito o te hāpori (the centre of the 
community) including the starting point of the water cycle for the villages below. 
 
When cloud covers the two peaks and the conditions are right for precipitation, Tautoro, 
Tauanui and Kererū act as repositories, receiving and capturing the rain from Ranginui 
(Sky). Water, running down the slopes and into the lake, is then funnelled into several 
ana (fissures, caves) found in the lakebed and on Motuwhārangi. There it gurgles, rotates 
and enters a vortex region where the fluid motion of the water spirals downward into 
Papatuānuku (Earth), flowing through subsurface caverns and surface waterways and 
filling the surrounding waterscapes - in the form of the Punakitere river, Te Ōpou stream 
and Te Mātā springs - with life. Roto Kererū is the spring of spiritual and cultural identity 





Figure 1: A southward view circa 1990s. Centre left - Maunga Tautoro (463m). Centre - Maunga Tauanui 





Figure 2: Foreground – The volcanic cone of Maunga Tauanui. Background – Maunga Tautoro. Centre-right – 
Nestled between the two maunga is roto (lake) Kererū. Source: Wai 1715 - presentation aid to the Waitangi 










Figure 3: Maunga Tauanui (located offscreen right), roto Kererū and the burial aisle of Motuwhārangi, one of 
the most important wāhi tapu in the area features centre frame. On this island lies a deep fissure where the 
remains of chiefly individuals and tribal treasures were interred. Source: Wai 1715 - presentation aid to the 
Waitangi Tribunal by Hōhepa Matene (2015). Image files provided by Sarah Jane Matene. 
 
The lake, with its island Motuwhārangi (see figure 3) and nearby Maunga Tauanui and 
Tautoro in unison, form part of a sacred geography to hapū. For many whānau in the 
community, they are the pinnacle of special places in the Tautoro landscape and are 
considered a taonga (ancestral belongings, object, item or thing of ancestral value) of 
great significance. In Te Ao Māori a place within which Tautoro as a geographical and 
socio-spatial community is deeply embedded, these introductions which acknowledge 
land, water and people, are vital and like whakapapa, provide the kaupapa (general 
principles) or base layer to build this thesis of local history, ancestral landscapes and 
contemporary community experiences upon. This mihi introducing my whakapapa, 
albeit in short form, locates me within this world and its presence pervades several 




1.5.2 The Natural and Cultural Landscape - a Heritage to be Passed on to Ngā Uri Whakatupu 
(the Next Generation) 
 
Annually in early February, an assembly of schoolchildren, teachers, parents, 
grandparents and wider whānau members of Tautoro Primary School make their 
pilgrimage to Tauanui, Kererū and Tautoro.7 As the tūī (endemic passerine bird of 
Aotearoa New Zealand) flies, the distance between the school and the site is short. 
However, by main road it is a three-kilometre drive and then a four-wheel drive trek 
across country through the Mōtatau 5G sheep and beef farm known as ‘The Land 
Company’.  
 
Getting to the foot of Maunga Tauanui is easier said than done but getting to the top is 
another matter and involves a readiness to climb over fences and walk thirty-minutes 
upwards on the steep side of the volcanic cone to reach its plateau (see figure two). 
Despite its loss to agricultural purposes and submission to deforestation in the early 
twentieth century, this country – characterised by the lake and its island is a beautiful 
place with a feeling of mystery and sacredness to those tangata whenua who gain 
permission to visit.  
 
When viewed from the perspective of the schoolchildren, especially those older students 
who may have been on this exercise in previous years, they typically see this as an 
informal day off school and an excuse to play around and explore outside of school 
grounds. When viewed from the perspective of kaumātua, kuia and the teachers, climbing 
these heights is performed for quite different reasons. On the surface it is ‘…to localize 
oneself better in the environment…to study the geography, landscape or nature, to 
challenge oneself [or] to admire the beauty of the scenery’ (Antrop & Van Eetvelde, 2017, 
p. 1). Fundamentally however, this is more of a cultural experience with the principles 
behind this journey being the installation of key understandings into ngā uri whakatupu 
(local, future generations of descendants) - of the connections hapū members of Tautoro 
have to this landscape location of maunga, wāhi tapu and roto and to ask that this next 
generation continue to maintain interest in this landscape so that one day they may take 
 
7 The head Principal of the school seeks the permission of the current landowners of Mōtatau 5G to cross 





on the role of environmental and cultural monitoring from the perspective of knowledge 
and understanding.  
 
Tauparapara, whaikōrero (speechmaking), the citation of whakapapa kōrero, haka 
(ceremonial dance performance) and waiata explicitly link past relationships to this site 
and the underlying belief that this focal point of whenua and wai is the common bond to 
which individual and collective cultural identity and mana is seen and known to refer. 
These tangible expressions made by kaumātua, kuia and tamariki (children) alike ‘…calls 
on the past and the future to interrogate present-day actions, with long-dead ancestors 




Figure 4: Standing atop maunga Tauanui at 351 meters above sea level, kaumātua Victory Te Whata (centre) 
and kuia Hohipere (Toti) Whiu (left) speak to silent primary school students as they survey the landscape 
below and point in a westerly direction to maunga Whīria near the Hokianga Harbour in acknowledgement 
of te whare tapu o Ngāpuhi (the sacred mountains within the tribal area of Ngāpuhi). Image taken in February 
2020 showing the landscape at the peak of the 2019/2020 drought, the worst in 100 years.  
 
For kuia Hohipere (Toti) Whiu this annual pilgrimage is an opportunity for her to relay 
and actively participate in fostering tamariki engagement with whakapapa kōrero o 
Tautoro (important narratives which define Tautoro identity): 
“where better to learn the most important histories of this place and our 
community than here on top of Tauanui where it all started for us. We need our 
tamariki to know the values of our traditional land and water source. The key to 
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engaging with tamariki and bridging these pasts with our future is explaining our 
whakapapa kōrero. It’s heartening to me to see a positive response from the young 
ones, they really absorb our kōrero, when we’re here [on the maunga or at the 
lakeside] they sense what we are talking about. Though we don’t own this land as 
a hapū anymore, it [whakapapa kōrero] encourages interest in what happens 
here…the young ones feel responsible for this area, the lake…they are proud of 
this [location] and their whakapapa to it” (2020, personal communication, 17 
February). 
 
The kōrero above shows this pilgrimage as a process of learning through whakapapa – of 
bringing layers and levels of past knowledge and wisdom into the present as inspiration 
for a sense of responsibility to place for making better future outcomes regarding whenua 
and wai. Geographers Marc Antrop and Veerle Van Eetvelde agree, indicating that:   
‘[b]esides the landscape out-there, we have it also in our mind, as a mental map or 
mindscape. The concept of landscape unifies the material reality in the world with 
a subjective mental representation we make of it and the knowledge that is 
essential to orient ourselves and behave in our environment’ (2017, p. 104). 
 
As a former pupil and youngster involved in several of these mountain top wānanga, the 
influence of whakapapa kōrero has informed my own personal life and education 
journeys and as this thesis exploration will show, has helped mould the research process.  
 
1.5.3 The Influences of Biological and Theoretical Whakapapa in Thesis Development 
 
The construction of this thesis had its foundations set in early 2016 after the completion 
of a masters degree via distance learning at the University of Otago, which looked at 
cultural heritage and methods of legislative protection from a case study approach. At the 
time, Auckland was my temporary home, having migrated from Tautoro eleven years 
prior where work and education were more available. Over that period it was always a 
priority to travel northward to my tūrangawaewae (a place to stand, a place to leave, a 
place to return to when that future time comes), my real home in Tautoro. The reasons 
were varied. Sometimes no reason was needed. Sometimes it was to re-encounter and re-
engage those activities ubiquitous in the formative childhood and adolescent years. 
Growing up on the whenua, surrounded by cousins, matua kēkē (uncles) karanga matua 
(extended uncles), whāea kēkē (aunts) karanga whāea (extended aunts) and tūpuna, 
traditional cultural activities abounded as well as stories of ancestral people and places. 
The terrestrial borders of this community were surveyed and so every puna (natural 
spring), every watercress location, every tuna (eel) fishing spot, every fruit tree and 
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mahinga kai (vegetable growing area, cultivations) and every wāhi rongoa (sources of 
traditional medicine) were known.  
 
 
Figure 4: Photograph circa 1970’s of Te Mātā puna – a secret site out of view, showing water issuing from a 




Figure 5: A continuing image from figure 4 (circa 1990’s) of the spring, surrounded by many native trees, 
provides a cool, sheltered habitat for aquatic creatures such as tuna and kēwai (freshwater crayfish) and slows 




Among many other things, tūpuna (elders) taught the value of wai (water) and whenua 
(soil) ecosystems and the relationships we as tangata ought to have with these spaces. 
Here, the feelings of permanence and stability and the layers of vertical and lateral 
connections within whakapapa and whanaungatanga (familial) kinship relations (Tane, 
2018, p. 60), was uplifting. 
 
To intermittently return was to help with the efforts and labour required for the 
maintenance of the whānau papakāinga (kin-community settlement area). Regardless of 
season, mahinga kai tasks were constant. In gardens the size of a rugby field, the weeding, 
digging, planting, watering, harvesting and sorting of huawhenua (vegetables) and 
huarākau (fruits) were all done by hand, carried out by a small number of whānau. Other 
times the return was in response to the rhetorical karanga (call) by whānau members to 
come back to marae for huimate (Māori funerary practices) and help co-ordinate and 
carry out the unique customary practices involved in the hosting of many manuhiri 
(visitors). The gathering of huawhenua from local mahinga kai sites, the gathering of 
kaimoana (seafood) from the eastern or western coasts, the consistent washing and 
drying of dishes, the cleaning of marae facilities and the digging of the rua (grave) were 
just some of the practices involved. At all times, these return journeys home were about 
the subliminal or unconscious performance (in my mind at least) of maintaining ahi kā or 
the customary concept of the burning fire, symbolising the continuance of occupational 
practices on the land.  
 
The opportunity to undertake masters studies in 2015 and the decision to study cultural 
heritage in my home community brought about a focus on thinking about this place in a 
research sense and going there more often. Delving deeper into whānau whakapapa and 
engaging in wider learning within the community from kuia (female elder) and kaumātua 
(male elder) was as opportunity to be ‘…amongst peoples who have not forgotten the old 
ways, who still feel their past in the wind, and touch it in stones’ (Davis, 2010, chapter 1, 
loc. 39). Their thoughts and voices acted as conduits of memory to the many layers of 
cultural history and experiences that had taken place on the landscape. Like the many 
puna (natural springs) inhabiting the Tautoro landscape, from which emerges wai māori 
(pure water) and the state of oranga (health and wellbeing) and refreshment that follows 
from drinking clean water, their kōrero (words, information) fed and nourished the 
research contents. Not only was the process refreshing for research purposes but also in 
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terms of personal identity and growth. These special, intrinsic experiences are what my 
mother would remind me of when leaving the house and returning to Auckland - “me hoki 
mai koe ki ēnei puna mātauranga, waiora hoki” (you must always keep coming back to 
these springs of knowledge, these springs of health and wellbeing).  
 
1.5.4 A Key Figure and Legacy in Tautoro Whakapapa  
 
Throughout the masters thesis research, I spent a lot of time thinking about the rangatira 
(chiefly leader) Iraia Kuao who was a central figure in that narrative. I did not know what 
he looked like; I did not know his exact age when he died or what caused his death. But I 
did know his whakapapa. Iraia was a direct descendant of the ancestor Rāhiri and the son 
of Kuao, a priestly expert and paramount chief in the area at the time of the signing of the 
international contract Te Tiriti o Waitangi (and its divergent relative the Treaty of 
Waitangi - 1840), who had great mana over this land and the surrounding blocks (Sadler, 
2011). Iraia Kuao, a tūpuna who stands out in the history of Tautoro, through whakapapa 
lineage and personal attributes inherited the leadership role from his father and became 
trustee of his people’s heritage and steward of ancestral rights of land proprietorship. His 
era of leadership coincided at a critical time in the community’s confrontation with the 
ever-expanding reach of the colonial settler government.  
 
Through the Native Land Acts of 1862 and 1865, the Native Land Court operated on the 
prerogative of extinguishing native proprietary customs (Native Land Act 1865 
preamble) and set out to clothe all land in valid Crown title via a process of land 
surveying, boundary establishment, and the granting of freehold title to certain owners 
who could sell or lease land if so desired. This non-customary process of land surveying 
and the investigation of titles that established land boundaries for individual title and the 
potential for land to be sold and leased was in direct contradiction to the position and 
thinking of Iraia Kuao as rangatira and his community in relation to Tautoro. Iraia was 
resolutely opposed to the new title process. This opposition was, at least in part, a fear of 
a loss of the traditional landscape dynamics or tikanga8 which formed a socio-cultural 
 
8Tikanga are customary values and practices that have developed over time and are expressed in a variety 
of conventional meanings including ‘correct procedure, custom, habit, lore, method, manner, rule, way, 
code, meaning, plan, practice, protocol’ see (maoridictionary.co.nz.). This cultural concept will be explored 
in greater detail in chapter two, section 2.2.  
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framework over the whenua which supported meaning, identity and the natural 
resources of soil and water to which hapū groups committed themselves to.  
 
In early 1903, prior to the Papatupu Land Block Committee9 hearings commenced (the 
proceedings of which will be discussed later in chapter 4), Iraia invited Constable Tim 
Cahill of the Kaikohe Police to walk with him to the summit of maunga Tauanui, a short 
distance from his main papakāinga Te Pōhue (perhaps on the same spot seen in figure 4) 
to impress upon him how important the landscape was to the community. Here, Iraia 
pointed out the traditional boundaries of the Tautoro area, marking out areas granted to 
whānau and hapū members who lived on them (Derby, 2007, p. 38). Although we may 
not have a full transcription of the words spoken between the two, it is highly likely that 
Iraia spoke of the generations of whakapapa kōrero that had allowed him to stand on 
Tauanui. His kōrero were acknowledgment of his associations and that of his hapū to the 
maunga beneath his feet, to Maunga Tautoro at his back, to Roto Kererū to his side and to 
other natural and cultural features in the landscape, all of which would have explained 
his sense of belonging. In other words, he outlined his whakapapa – his kaupapa or the 
foundations of his values and that of his people in the landscape. 
 
On the day of this walk, atop the mesa of Maunga Tauanui was set a large pou whakairo 
(carved post), ‘standing ten feet high looking over the Mangakahia Valley towards 
Kaikohe’ (Berry & Blewden, 1965, p. 121). This pou would have stood behind Iraia Kuao 
and Inspector Tim Cahill as a silent witness to their conversation. According to kaumātua 
Tūpari Te Whata (himself a renowned tohunga whakairo - master carver), this pou, 
erected in the most visible place in the community was a territorial boundary marker, a 
physical embodiment of whakapapa and an affirmation of the specific cultural identity of 
the Tautoro valley by ritualistically establishing mana whenua in the Tautoro area for 
resident hapū (2018, personal communication, 14 April). This monument to 
commemorate histories, people and events coupled with the kōrero of Iraia validating the 
authority of mana whenua rights in the area of his people, was likely more of a cultural 
experience than Inspector Cahill had originally anticipated.  
 
 
9 The Papatupu Block Committees, formed under the executive powers of the Māori Lands Administration 
Act 1900, were tasked with investigating the customary ownership of blocks of communally sustained 





Figure 6: An artistic impression of the perspective Iraia Kuao could have seen in front of him as he described 
the mana whenua or ancestral authority over soil and waterways to Tim Cahill. Roto Kererū is left of centre, 
with maunga Tauanui centre stage. A representation of Iraia Kuao is seen in the foreground alongside a pou 
whenua that embodied the longstanding history of hapū association with soil and water in Tautoro. The smoke 
fire emanating from maunga Tauanui is representative of te ahi kā – the continuous, burning fires of 
occupation Iraia Kuao and his people retained in Tautoro. Image source – Heneriata Te Whata (The Approved 
Vandal, 2020). 
 
In less than ten years after this meeting following Iraia Kuao’s death in 1905, many of his 
greatest fears and predictions of what was to come became a reality. As Paul Tapsell 
(2020) indicates, the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries was a time where the 
colonial knowledge/power system began to spread its influence in all regions of the 
country through Crown authorised surveying and grants of fee simple/individualised 
rights of ownership over landscapes. In the case of Tautoro, colonial influence was not 
invited and as shown in chapter four, was vehemently resisted. Though several 
mechanisms which include (but are not limited to) assertions of the pre-eminence of 
British sovereignty, the individualisation of land title, and the statutory power of Public 
Works Acts to appropriate land - the ‘mana (o te) whenua (exclusively ancestral authority 
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of a kāinga/marae community from and over surrounding ancestral estates: soils + 
waterways + climate)’ was actively denied (Tapsell, 2020, p. 80). As chapter four shows, 
the undermining of the political authority of marae leadership dishonoured article two of 
Te Tiriti o Waitangi guarantees ‘to protect rangatira in their unqualified leadership over 
whenua’ thus generating ‘unpredictable social and environmental impacts (ibid., 2020, 
pp. 38, 101) across generations. 
 
In the face of a ‘settler dominated government’ (Mitchell, 2004, p. 18) and its requirement 
for land sales as a source of capital for land development pressures, the Native Land Court 
– ‘a veritable engine of destruction for any tribe’s tenure of land’ (Kawharu, 1977, p. 15), 
focussed its lens on Tautoro, Mōtatau 5 and in particular Mōtatau 5G. Hapū leaders at the 
time, including Maera Kuao, son of Iraia must have felt the harshness of the colonial gaze 
– the ‘unequally constituted right to scrutinize, to intervene and alter the object of the 
gaze’ (Ram, 2018, p. 1). Simultaneously, as Berry and Blewden point out in regards to 
Roto Kererū, Maunga Tauanui and the pou whakairo on its top ‘…Pākehā were casting 
their eyes towards it and [so] late one night a tohunga and his accomplices rolled it down 
the hill and into the waters of the lake for safekeeping’ (1965, p. 121). This pou whakairo 
or the various forms of mana it represented will become a symbol of revival for hapū 
mana o te whenua and sensitive and sensible kaitiakitanga required today. 
 
1.5.5 Whakapapa Kōrero as Inspiration  
 
While the masters research examined cultural heritage protection issues in the Tautoro 
community, the writing took place in an away setting, although not too far away in that a 
return trip could be made with relative ease. Where time, distance and the needs of daily 
life prevented a return home to continue discussions on the research kaupapa 
(topic/issues), technology filled the gap. Through email, text and phone calls with 
immediate and extended whānau at home, I was able to virtually maintain (O’Carroll, 
2013, p. 241) access to kōrero from knowledge holders. Irrespective of how much 
information was gleaned from kōrero sessions with kaumātua, kuia and others there 
were many instances within the writing phase where I looked back and wished I had 
asked something different or realised something more was needed for the narrative being 
written. While a quick call or email home was enough for the purposes of research, the 
virtual experience was not the same as being at home. Narratives and whakapapa 
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explored in the temporal settings of hui (meetings) and marae wānanga (tribal 
knowledge discussions held on marae), were enlivened much more easily and readily in 
those community settings and on the landscape itself without the intervention of time 
and distance. On reflection of the post-master’s experience, the more that I explored the 
layered histories and stories of the Tautoro valley, kanohi-ki-te-kanohi (in person), the 
more I recognised what I had left unexplored. A brief trip home in mid-2016 for a huimate 
made me realise this.  
 
My uncle and community kaumātua Victory Te Whata and I set out to visit Maunga 
Tauanui and Roto Kererū. After leaving our papakāinga we took a five-minute ride south 
along Mangakahia Road, turning left into a driveway up a winding hill to a property, 
announced by a wooden plaque as ‘The Land Company’. We drive to the farm managers 
house and fill in the guestbook, agreeing with the perfunctory health and safety 
regulations for farm visitors. The farm manager mentions the recent fine weather so the 
hillside track will be suitably dry to drive on and suggests driving to the top of the hill in 
our four-wheel drive Toyota Landcruiser. As we wind our way through farmland, Maunga 
Tauanui and her steep slopes rise gently above the landscape in front of us. Uncle Vic 
points out the historical names of places in the landscape and the stories attached to those 
names. Intriguingly, he reveals to the extent of his knowledge, accounts on how this 
historically significant site - te pito o te hāpori - moved out of hapū stewardship in the 
early nineteenth century. At this disclosure, I press him for information not realising the 
internal sorrow my questions are churning up at the loss of a place clearly so special to 
him and to those tūpuna before him. He indicates there are others with the kōrero, who 
know more than him.  
 
Not wanting to take the vehicle over this sacred site, we stop at the foot of the maunga 
and hike the scoria path to the ridgeline of Tauanui. Maunga Tautoro is at our backs as 
we stand in philosophical introspection and surveyed the lands together, much like Iraia 
Kuao did one hundred and thirteen years before (see figure 4). Uncle Vic recites 
whakapapa and utters a mihi: 
Tihei Mauriora! E tū ana ahau i runga i te tihi o tōkū maunga, ko Tauanui tēnā. Ko 
Tautoro i tōnā taha. E tū ana ahau i te nohonga o ngā tūpuna. Ko Kererū te roto i 
tōnā taha. Kei runga i a ia, ko Motuwhārangi me Te Wharehuinga. Ka heke ōnā wai 
Māori, ka pupū ake i roto i te whenua o Tautoro. Ko Te Mātā te puna e ora tonu nei, 




The sneeze of life [this expression serves the purpose of proclaiming ‘here I am, 
listen to me for I am about to speak on the things that I know’] I stand on the 
summit of my mountain that is Tauanui. Tautoro is at her side. I stand on the 
dwelling place of the god-like ancestors. Lake Kererū is at her side. On the lake is 
the sacred island Motuwhārangi and the burial area of Te Wharehuinga is nearby. 
Her pure waters descend into the earth and later, spring forth throughout the 
Tautoro landscape. The natural spring Te Mātā which provides continual health 
and wellbeing for the kinship groups of Tautoro.  
 
His tauparapara (incantation to begin a speech acknowledged, a form of karakia) 
acknowledged the connections and unity of water, land and people in whakapapa and 
amplified a sense of place. As Rewi explains, uncle Vic was ‘…progressing through his 
tauparapara…albeit in the form of a pātere [free-flowing chant], traversing the landscape 
and reciting names of particular local places… [the places which] he would have actually 
traversed’ (2010, p. 144).  
  
 
Figure 7: A north westerly view taken from the top of Tauanui overlooking the community. Oranga Kai Limited 
Partnership (ex Honey Tree Farms Ltd) orchards can be seen in the midground (white lengths of shade cloth 
and wind break). Source: Wai 1715 - presentation aid to the Waitangi Tribunal by Hohepa Matene (2015). 
Image files provided by Sarah Jane Matene. 
 
After a brief pause; “you see down over there?” uncle Vic asks, pointing into the distance 
to where the land swooped smoothly away downhill from where we stood. A row of trees 
can be seen between us and where Te Mātā spring (figures 4 and 5) is located. Like the 
sails of an eighteenth-century ship, long white lengths of shade cloth and windbreak 
surround and protect what appear to be trees below. “Someone has purchased the old 
Ruataniwha block here, Honey Tree Farms they’re called, they want to produce avocados 
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here, I wonder if they know of the deep winter frosts here…they’re going to need a lot of 
water for their kaupapa.” 
 
1.5.6 A Return to Papa and Tūrangawaewae - Taking Each Other and Our Mahi (work/study) 
with Us. 
 
Shortly after my return to Auckland, I received a karanga (call) from home in the form of 
an email from my mother.  
 “kei te patu te wā. Ahakoa he iti te pūtea kei a tātau he kī te kete i ngā Mātauranga 
pai mō te tangata. Pēnei tātau i te tote me te māramatanga o te ao. Ko te mahi o te 
tote hei tū i te pīrau, hei kinaki rānei. Ko te mahi o te māramatanga, kia kite tātau 
e anga ana ki hea. Ko tēnā te mahi o te ahi kaa i te kāinga. Ko wai tērā? Ko ta kōrua 
Whāea Margery, ko ahau, ko Vic, Ko Taukiri, Ko Tūpari ma, ko Haamahona hoki, 
ko a mātau tūpuna tini whānau/whanaunga e takoto mai rā i te kāinga. Nā te mea 
i manaaki koe e ngā tūpuna matua kei runga i a koe tēnei ahi kaa hoki. Nā reirā, 
tata mai: ā wairua, ā tinana, ā whakaaro, ā kōrero, ā mahi. He karanga tēnei ki a 
koe mai te pito o te whenua ki te rangi; Tata mai. Mau mai o ringaringa e reri ana, 
ki tēnei parau o te kāinga”  
 
“Time is short. This responsibility [ahi kā] is not easy. Even though our finances 
are small our woven basket is full to the brim with knowledge that is good 
for people. We are like salt of the earth and like a light in the earth. Salt prevents 
rot and it flavours. The mahi of enlightenment is to see/show/reveal the way, 
where we are going as a community. That is the mahi of the ones at home who 
keep the fires continuously going, that tie to home in some way. Who is that for 
us? That is Aunty Margery, myself, Vic, Taukiri, Tūpari and his family, Haamahona, 
our tūpuna and our many members of the whānau and relatives that are interred 
at home. Because your tūpuna and matua cared, care for you, blessed you, this ahi 
kaa is upon you as well. Therefore, come closer: in spirit, in body, in thought, in 
kōrero, in mahi. This is my plea to you both from the centre of the earth to the 
heavens: Come, come closer. Bring your hands that are ready and able, bring them 
to the plough at home. Nau mai hoki mai. Come, return” (M Te Whata 2016, 
personal communication, 9 October).  
 
My initial thoughts to this karanga was surprise. In my own mind, my attendance to ahi 
kā (maintained occupation of homeland areas) responsibilities was proportionate to my 
other life priorities at the time. However, on deeper reflection, brought about by the 
research undertaken for the masters, especially the reading of Maranga Mai! Te Reo and 
Marae in Crises? the wider reality of the cultural, social and demographic change going on 
in hau kāinga (local kin-community residents inhabiting ancestral land-based 
communities) were illuminated to me. The long tail symptoms of post-World War Two 
mass tangata migration (urbanisation) has meant the responsibilities of marae kāinga 
(marae-based housing) maintenance has fallen on those remaining few hau kāinga. CEO 
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of Far North Iwi Te Rarawa Kevin Robertson stresses the importance of ‘at home’ 
presence and the need to strengthen this cultural base. 
  
The combination of these experiences put the ‘at home’ needs and my attendance of ahi 
kā - as someone who was privileged to receive further education, who had received 
significant amounts of hau kāinga support to get there - into context. It was clear more 
needed to be done. The question then became, what role could I play to bolster their 
collective efforts and help grow a sense of hope for a future on the landscape where more 
whānau return and flourish once again (Williams, 2015, p. 233)? How could the small kete 
(woven basket) of skills I have learnt in my short life contribute to this regenerative 
process? Such thoughts intensified the feeling of the ‘…cultural pull of the tribal 
homeland’ (ibid., p. 215).  
 
I could not deny or ignore the momentum that had built up, spurred on by the 
environmental stresses synonymous with living in the expensive and expansive city of 
Auckland. Just as I had migrated outward several years before, within a month and a half 
of the karanga from my mother, I moved circuitously in the direction of home. I answered 
the call of home for reasons best put by Māori Heath researcher Mere Kepa et al.,: 
‘[w]e migrate home to render our homage to the ancient Aotearoa that still haunts 
our present, to recreate a sanctuary from the larger and larger tracts of nature that 
have been covered…we re-migrate home…to contemplate the authoritarian 
conduct of local, regional and national governments and magic lurking in the 
undergrowth of the harakeke (flax) bush’ (Kepa et al., 2015, p. 195).  
 
My whakapapa connections brought me back to Tautoro however I did not return alone. 
The migration home could not have been possible without the courage, support and 
willingness of my then partner (now wife), Dr Emma Clare who understood the need for 
me to return and put my hands to the plough in a literal and metaphorical way. This was 
no small feat for someone who had spent her life living in cities to then move to a remote, 
rural, Māori community, a place with which she had no whakapapa connection to.10 Her 
decision was helped by entry into the General Practice Education Programme (GPEP) and 
subsequent placement in a rural community where significant deficits in rural healthcare 
within the Northland District Health Board region are pervasive (NZ Herald, 2018). 
Nowhere are these needs more pronounced than in Kaikohe (10km north of Tautoro), 
 
10 Much to her dismay, a place with no cafés serving coffee or brunch in sight.  
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where the challenges in staffing a rural health workforce serving a majority Māori 
population, are at their greatest.11  
 
The earlier visit to Maunga Tauanui with uncle Vic, provoked an impression where our 
traditional tribal landscape is evolving yet again as new, external initiatives of landscape 
development and resource use (i.e., water extraction/irrigation) are undertaken in the 
community. The question now arises, so what does this mean? The wairua (personal 
spirit, attitude) conveyed in uncle Vic’s kōrero was indicative of wider feelings of the 
community, who like many indigenous communities throughout the world, care 
passionately about how their heritage environments and natural resources within them 
are handled and discussed and how they are preserved. It was clear that the ‘so what?’ 
question was relevant because of the impacts of development on water supply and the 
ramifications of them for the resident community, economically and spiritually. A 
whakapapa framework will help clarify community perspectives in terms of both the 
histories and the futures of the landscape and the role of the community in that landscape. 
 




The migratory journey to kāinga or one’s homeland is not unique to me alone. It is a 
pattern felt by other Māori on their own journey of remembering, reacquainting, 
understanding and reclaiming their whakapapa to homeland after hearing or feeling the 
call from home. When asked to comment on the increasing trend of young or retiring 
Māori seeking to permanently return to (as opposed to simply visiting) Māori 
communities in their region of whānau origin in light of New Zealand’s current 
nationwide housing stock and affordability crisis, Ngāpuhi scholar Patu Hōhepa whose 
community of Waimā is close by to Tautoro, remarked [in response to the point made by 
an interviewer that because of limited employment opportunities in rural areas, there are 
many urban Māori who return home regularly while working in city-based jobs and 
maintain urban lifestyles]: 
 
11 The shortage of GP’s in rural, regional towns is quickly growing as GPs retire. According to the Royal New  
   Zealand College of General Practitioners' workplace survey 2015, 47 per cent of GPs will retire in the next  




“Ko te mate hoki, ka mahue ko ngā tamariki me ngā kaumātua, kuia ki ngā kāinga. 
Ehara rātau ko ngā kai whakamahi i o tātau awa, i o tātau ngāhere, me te tiaki hoki 
i te whenua. Ko pēnā hoki te mate e pā ana ki a māua ko tōku hoa wahine. Kua 
kaumātua, kua kuia hoki. Kore tāea te whakaoti i ngā mahi i ngā kāinga nei. […] Āe, 
e tini o tātau whanaunga, ko ahau tētahi, ōku tamariki katoa, ōku mokopuna, me 
kii i tēnei wā, me kii, ko rātau ngā tipi haere, e haere ana ki ngā whenua kē, ngā 
wāhi kē. Atu ki Tamaki, ki Ahitareiria, ki ērā wāhi. Hoinō, ētahi ka hoki mai, ka kite 
atu i o rātau āhua te taunga mai ki roto o Waimā, kei te tau tonu mai te aroha me 
te mokemoke o rātau e noho mai rā i tāwāhi […]  ko te nuinga o ngā hunga e hoki 
mai ana kia tātau nei kāinga, ko rātau i noho i ngā tāone, i noho ki tāwāhi, ā, kei 
kōnei inaianei puta ake ki a tātau nei rohe. Ko te nuinga o rātau, kei te whiti whiti 
mai ana ki kōnei, rātau i noho mai i tāwāhi, i te tonga rānei i Tamaki Makaurau […] 
Me haere tonu tātau kia eke, kia tino nui rawa atu ngā mahi i waenganui ngā Māori. 
[…] Ko tātau hoki te hau kāinga. Tiaki tātau i a tātau nei Takiwā, a tātau nei kāinga.   
The problem is, they leave the children and the elderly men and women back at 
home. They are not the ones who are looking after our waterways, our forests and 
who also care for our land. That is what has happened to my wife/partner and I. 
We have grown older and we cannot do the work in our homes. […] Yes, there are 
many of our relatives, I am one of them, all my children, my grandchildren, let me 
say today, they are the ones that travel about, going to different countries, 
different places. To Auckland, Australia, to those places […] most of the people that 
are returning to our homes are those who were living in the towns, who were 
living overseas, and are now living here in our district [Te Tai Tokerau]. The 
majority of them, are returning here, those who were living overseas or in south 
Auckland. […] We must continue to grow so that there will be greater job 
opportunities among Māori […] We are the home people. Protect our region and 
our homes” (2019).  
 
While whānau and hapū still retain pockets of whenua in rural areas, given their physical 
and socially isolated locations, as well as the lack of secure employment and tertiary 
education opportunities in rural districts, it is fair to see why, as Hōhepa alludes to above, 
there are still significant deficits in the numbers of hau kāinga members practically 
sustaining marae centred communities (see also Robertson, 2014) on a day-to-day basis 
(see also Tane, 2018; Kake, 2019; Henry & Crothers, 2019).  
 
For me, applying for and gaining acceptance into a funded doctoral programme at the 
University of Otago and at the same time making the permanent move to Tautoro was 
about philosophically bringing the university to home - the knowledge systems of the 
remote university to my local environment. More importantly, it was about validating 
homeland, with marae and papakāinga at its centre, as the original university or whare 
wānanga. Here was an opportunity to live within the Tautoro community and through in-
depth whakapapa fieldwork, explore a narrative of tūpuna, whānau, hapū, mana whenua, 
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tikanga, history, the present and looking ahead to a sustainable future – all while putting 
my hand to the plough.  
 
The doctoral research journey may have formally begun in 2016, but the antecedents for 
it began much earlier. My whakapapa journey - as concisely explained as possible in this 
chapter - provided the context for shaping the kaupapa or ideas for this research. 
Educational specialists Marion Dadds and Susan Hart support this assertion, explaining 
that ‘…what practitioners choose to research [is] important to their sense of engagement 
and purpose…[and that]…how practitioners choose to research, and their sense of 
control over this, could be equally important to their motivation, their sense of identity 
within the research and their research outcomes’ (2001, p. 166). Whakapapa causes a 
person to act differently in their approach to many things including research, the 
environment and community relationship building. With the whakapapa foundations 
now outlined, I turn to chapter two which examines the methodological role of 
whakapapa in the kōrero (information/data) to be gathered, how the kōrero will be 




















Chapter Two: Whakapapa and Kin Papakāinga-Based Research  
 
 
In this chapter I situate community-based research methods and my place within my 
community of Tautoro. I draw on the cultural, local-political, environmental and 
‘relational accountability’ (Wilson, 2008, p. 7; Wilson, Rix & Barclay, 2014, pp. 3-4) 
consequences of whakapapa as a research methodology (see Tane, 2018, p. 45 where he 
talks about his kin-accountability responsibilities to his kāinga of Oromahoe). While my 
approach to research methodology is primarily based on whakapapa and the relationality 
it creates between researcher, community and research situations/issues/problems, it 
will also involve a multi-method approaches (Bradshaw & Stratford, 2010) for kōrero 
collection (laid out in greater detail in the sections subsequently attached to section 2.2).  
 
My aim in this chapter is to exemplify a whakapapa research method in action and thus 
contribute to the field of kin-community research methods literature. As I am in a 
minority of kin-connected, papakāinga-based, academically-trained tricenarians (I am in 
the earlier phase of this decade), an underlying objective in this instance is to raise 
awareness of methodological and axiological challenges faced in the research journey. I 
also aim to highlight the unseen operations of a whakapapa research paradigm in rural 
kin-communities. To borrow First Nations academic Shawn Wilson’s (Opaskwayak Cree, 
Manitoba) accurate expression:  
‘my goal in doing this work is to help other indigenous scholars by beginning to 
articulate an indigenous research paradigm. I sincerely hope that it will help to 
substantiate the indigenous research done by others, so that there will be one less 
hurdle for them to jump’ (2008, p. 127).  
 
Additionally, I too hope that the next generation of researchers attempting rural kin-
community based research may see the benefit in understanding my community-based 
research journey. 
 
2.1 Research and Māori Communities – An Overview   
 
Scholar and educational theorist Linda Smith (Ngāti Awa, Ngāti Porou) rightly describes 
the features of a community-based researcher who can:  
‘…offer something quite different because they are so well placed within a 
community to document what is happening at a local level over long periods of 
time. They have an advantage and a disadvantage of being eye witnesses to events 
and the aftermath, they lend a different kind of evidentiary authority because of 
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the immediacy of their context… [drawn from] individual’s memories and in 
specific networks. A large part of the research stories that need to be told are small 
stories from local communities across time and space’ (2007, p. 80). 
 
In order to help frame the layered discussion of events and issues that follow in the 
remainder of this thesis, the content of Smith’s statement will be extended and 
interconnected in the following sections with my own experiences as I consider 
whakapapa approaches to research in a rural, kin-community context.  
 
Hapū and marae knowledge can help with understanding the socio-cultural and 
environmental ecosystems of a community and demonstrate how and why this 
knowledge ought to influence actions and behaviours for contemporary challenges. The 
cultural and ecological preservation of local land and waterscape biodiversity and the 
kōrero surrounding these features are situated prominently in the minds of many in 
Tautoro because the oranga (wellbeing) of hau kāinga and their whenua (ancestral 
estates) are challenged in the present. The identification and assessment of whakapapa 
kōrero both historical and recent provides a baseline data of such things as historical 
injustices, current environmental contests as well as their economic needs and goals.  
 
Tautoro is a very particular land and waterscape, with a rich history and a predominate 
Māori community. When I say community, I do not mean a homogenous entity with a 
single-minded vision for all its kainoho (residents). I mean a village of diverse whānau, 
hapū groups that coexist in both consensus and disagreement, with a variety of interests, 
ideologies, religions, ages and whakapapa. It is no surprise then that those hapū with 
whakapapa connections to this place hold deep personal and spiritual relationships with 
the soil and water within the rohe (traditional territory). The many genealogical lines of 
whānau that make up the hapū of Tautoro, namely Ngāti Rangi, Ngāti Moerewa, Ngāti 
Whakahotu, Ngāti Kiriahi, Te Ngare Hauata, Te Whānau Whero and Ngai Tawake, 
continue to base social organisation and mana whenua structures around customary 
marae estates.  
 
Many members of this community expressed their reverence for soil and water as non-
human relatives with a shared whakapapa (see section 1.2, table 4) that continue to play 
a vital role in community life. In recent years, hapū communities and their rūnanga (tribal 
councils) representatives as well as Māori-led research groups and institutes (for 
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example the James Henare Māori Research Centre and the Dame Mira Szászy Research 
Centre, both at the University of Auckland; the private Māori research entity Takarangi 
Research Group Limited) throughout Aotearoa New Zealand have sharpened their focus 
on the intersection of wai Māori (freshwater) (see for example the Waitangi Tribunal’s 
2019 stage two report on freshwater and geothermal resource claims), marae māra 
(marae centred food systems, for example the Pā to Plate programme; 
Whakapapakāinga: Low Carbon and High Cultural Connectedness: Futures for 
Community Cross-generational Benefit ‘Kāinga and Climate Change’), hauora, 
environment, and economy. 
 
As introduced in the preface section of this thesis, for Tautoro this focus has been spurred 
by mounting community concerns like income and health inequities, drought and 
flooding as consequences of and exacerbated by climate change, damaging agricultural 
and horticultural resource use practices and overall government oversight of natural 
resources with limited community engagement. In the face of these recurrent challenges, 
hau kāinga members are giving thoughtful contemplation to these complex issues in 
preparation for changing futures in terms of their kāinga, culture and local climates. Hapū 
are taking action to exert more control over their local environment and change the 
engagement behaviour of industries who participate or intend to participate in 
freshwater resource use within their marae catchment system.  
 
In chapter one I laid out the case for utilising whakapapa as a theoretical approach to 
research and the gathering of community understandings on the above-mentioned 
perspectives and aid in the analysis of the findings and thus contribute to new indigenous 
material to the wider kete (basket, collection) of knowledge. In its concluding stages, I 
‘located myself’ (Smith, 1999, p. 126; Sinclair, 2003, p. 122; Debassige, 2010, p. 11) as a 
Māori ‘complete member researcher’ (Adler & Adler, 1987, p. 67) in the whakapapa of 
the Tautoro community by giving a detailed description of my genealogical and personal 
backgrounds.  
 
On the acknowledgement of researcher positionality in the research process, Graham 
opines that when Māori researchers seek to conduct research in their home communities, 
‘…whakapapa…qualifies [both their] role and position’ (2009a, p. 2). Like Adler & Adler’s 
complete member researcher, in a recent paper, Kawharu (2016, p. 366) citing Headland 
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et al. (1990), Smith (1999), O’Connor (2004) Angrosino (2005) and Davies (2008) also 
emphasised inside researcher positionality, referring to cultural ties (Ohnuki-Tierney, 
1984; Smith, 1999; Kuwayama, 2003) – or whakapapa to whānau and community - as an 
enlivening, advantageous influence on research engagement and empirical data access 
(p. 366). The insider research perspective will be touched on in section 2.2.4 of this 
chapter as well as its dichotomous outsider standpoint.  
 
Before dispersing into the ‘strategies of research inquiry’ (Wilson, 2008, p. 39) of section 
2.1.1 and other subsequent sections of this chapter, I refer again to chapter one where I 
laid out a myriad of end users of a whakapapa research framework (sections 1.4 and 1.5). 
A similar ‘…whakapapa of knowledge [or] academic genealogy’ (Tane, 2018, p. 40) exists 
for kin-community based studies undertaken by kin-community insider researchers. My 
research, in my home kin community pursues the long trail of experiential footprints left 
behind by several key Māori academics - in this century and in the last - who have gone 
on similar journeys and spent extensive periods of time in their home kin-communities 
and who did not ‘…tacitly assume a metropolitan norm…’ in methodological approaches 
(Roberts, 2014, p. 135) but rather followed Māori community-tailored methodologies in 
their research.  
 
The early experiences of Māori scholars Patu Hōhepa (1964), Hugh Kawharu (1975), 
Danny Keenan (1994) and Paul Tapsell (1997) are seminal. These works displayed the 
value of community-based approaches to research in their illumination of core 
community issues and in providing a means to remedying societal deficiencies of Māori 
cultural knowledge and understanding. Treating kaikōrero (speakers, interviewees) 
participants as ‘co-researchers or knowing subjects’ (Bergold & Thomas, 2012, para. 34; 
see also Tane, 2018, p. 45); as ‘co-authors’ of research output (Wilson, Rix & Barclay, 
2014, p. 4; see also Peralta & Murphy, 2016, pp. 1718-1719 for discussions on the co-
construction of knowledge with community) and as experts in community knowledge 
(see also Ellen, 1984; Bernard, 1988; Durie, 1998, p. 23) were central tenets of their work. 
These community based, kin-affiliated researchers looked: 
 ‘…for opportunities to develop research projects relevant to - and of interest to - 
communities [and] develop[ed] research practices that reflect key concepts 
associated with whakapapa (genealogies, descent) and whānaungatanga 
(relationships), such as utu (reciprocity), āwhina (assist), manaaki (support) and 




Twenty-first century footprints etched in the Māori community-based research-scape are 
contemporary kin-insider investigations by the likes of Te Rito (2007), Graham (2009), 
Tamanui (2012), Williams (Ngāpuhi; 2015), Muru-Lanning (Waikato, Ngāti Maniapoto; 
2016) and Mutu (Ngāti Kahu, Te Rarawa, Ngāti Whātua; 2017) and Tane (2018). 
Culturally appropriate processes and outcomes, perpetual, meaningful relationships of 
collaboration and partnership as well as ‘system and self-reflexivity’ (Wilson, Rix & 
Barclay, 2014, p. 3) were at their core. What is also visible in this kin-community based 
whakapapa of research is the highly personal nature of the research conducted. The 
personal histories, cultural histories, present phenomena and kin-community futures of 
researcher and community are intertwined.  
 
I will now briefly examine the logic behind method theory and the importance or 
indigenous methods in research before considering whakapapa approaches to research 
in a rural, kin-community context. 
 
2.1.1 Theory-to-Practical Research in a Rural Kin Community 
 
In his 2007 book The Sage Dictionary of Qualitative Inquiry, educationalist and evaluation 
theorist Thomas Schwandt explains a research methodology to be: 
‘…a theory of how inquiry should proceed. It involves analysis of the assumptions, 
principles, and procedures in a particular approach to inquiry (that, in turn, 
governs the use of particular methods). Methodologies explicate and define the 
kinds of problems that are worth investigating, what comprises a researchable 
problem, […] [and] how to select or develop appropriate means of generating data. 
Methodology is a particular social scientific discourse (a way of acting, thinking, 
and speaking) that occupies a middle ground between discussions of method 
(procedures, techniques) and discussions of issues in the philosophy of social 
science’ (p. 193).  
Wilson, presenting his ideas about indigenous research methodology, provides a more 
nuanced meaning, describing it as:  
‘the theory of how knowledge is gained, or in other words the science of finding 
things out. Your view of what reality is and how you know this reality, will impact 
on the way that more knowledge can be gained about this reality […] Methodology 
is thus asking - How do I find out more about this reality?’ (2008, p. 34). 
While I acknowledge there are numerous epistemological and pedagogical differences 
between Western and Indigenous research methodologies, as well as a lengthy and sordid 
49 
 
history of Western positivist research conventions which ‘…consistently relegate[d] and 
maintained [indigenous perspectives to] a subordinate position’ (Graham, 2009b, p. 150) 
and in many cases ‘…passive recipients of research activities’ (Sinclair, 2003, p. 119), like 
Wilson, who refuses to dissolve into a debate over ‘…one paradigm as being better or 
worse than another’ (2008, p. 35), I too do not want engage in paradigmatic contestation.  
 
The trailblazing works of the likes of Kawharu (1975; 1977), Walker (1990; 2004), Leonie 
Pihama (1993; 2001), Arohia Durie (1995), Russel Bishop (1996), Graham Smith (1997), 
Linda Smith (1999), Huia Tomlins-Jahnke (2001) and Mason Durie (2005) (to name but 
a few) have already shown the legitimacy of indigenous (in this case Māori) frameworks 
of research theory and methodology and transformed ‘…the subordinate status of Māori 
into a greater position of empowerment and control…by the redefinition of Māori 
research and approaches to Māori research’ (Graham, 2009b, p. 150; see also Eketone, 
2008). The most noticeable appearance in which this legitimising, tino rangatiratanga 
(self-determining) body of research work takes shape – at least in academic spheres - 
comes in the form of Māori-Centred Research (Durie, 1995) and Kaupapa Māori Research 
(Smith, 1997). According to Graham these two approaches of Māori research 
methodology are the central pou (pillars) from which several other recent methodologies 
have been built alongside (Keenan (1994) and Royal (1998) are but two examples of this; 
see section 1.3 of chapter one).  
 
The characteristics of these indigenous research toolkits – which prioritise uniquely 
Māori cultural perspectives and understandings of the world and in turn shape the 
research design, process, analysis and proposed outcomes – have provided a pan 
academic theoretical base for the practical pan tribal action that has brought about 
improved realities for Māori communities throughout Aotearoa. Indeed, as Smith signals: 
‘…indigenous methodologies tend to approach cultural protocols, values and 
behaviours as an integral part of methodology. They are 'factors' to be built in to 
research explicitly, to be thought about reflexively, to be declared openly as part 
of the research design, to be discussed as part of the final results of a study and to 
be disseminated back to the people in culturally appropriate ways and in a 
language that can be understood’ (1999, p. 15). 
 
In his 2018 thesis on the future of papakāinga and their marae in Aotearoa, academic 
Paratene Tane (Ngāti Rāhiri, Ngāti Kawa) gave acknowledgement to Kaupapa Māori 
Theory research and its derivatives for their role in the elevation of ‘…ethnically-Māori 
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orientated methodology[ies]…’ in research. He decided to utilise a research approach that 
was ‘…tailored to the specific history, identity and tribal affiliations of Oromahoe, and 
[his] place in them’ (2018, p. 42). His approach was perhaps in response to Royal’s 
challenge to Māori researchers and to communities to strengthen whānau and hapū 
discussions on the specific forms research methodologies should take in correlation to 
their tribally unique contexts (1998, p. 7). Tane may have also heeded academic Jo Mane’s 
(Ngāpuhi) emphasis on recent discussions on Kaupapa Māori Theory approaches being 
situated too heavily in academia as opposed to the real-life communities within which 
research is conducted (2009, pp. 1-2; see also Sadler, 2007, p. 33).  
 
In other words, method, local realities (Wilson, 2008, p. 34) and personal identity are 
important and are combined to map and model complex socio-cultural information. 
Referring to Paki and Peters assertion in chapter one (section 1.4.1) that whakapapa is 
‘…simultaneously both paradigm and method’ (2015, p. 55), Graham agrees stating that 
it: 
‘acts as a control and a balancing factor that efficiently facilitates the role of the 
researcher when engaging in research with ‘their’ Māori community; a 
whakapapa-centred approach to research utilises this modus operandi where 
alliances and networks are strengthened by multiple layers of whakapapa. 
Consequently, whakapapa provides the research methodology and so enables the 
examination of how an understanding of the nature of ‘what is the reality’ might 
be gained’ (2009b, p. 162). 
 
Further on this, anthropologist Amiria Salmond and academics Billie Lythberg and Conal 
McCarthy highlight the important thoughts of Ngāti Porou rangatira Apirana Ngata who 
saw whakapapa as: 
‘…a framework of relatedness between all things—as warp and weft not just of 
Māori life but of all [their] strategic interventions, whether academic, artistic or 
political. Whakapapa was at once conceptual infrastructure, bodily substance and 
practical modus operandi for effecting meaningful material, psychological and 
spiritual transformation’ (2019, p. 11). 
 
Seen in this light, paradigmatically whakapapa is an enabler of research motives, 
movements and access. Organisational learning and performance expert Susan Lynham 
states that research theories are ‘…put into practice or use because they help us to 
understand, explain, anticipate, know, and act in the world in better and more informed 
ways, and to better ends and outcomes [and so are] required to be of practical value…in 
everyday lives’ (2002, p. 222) of the participating community. As laid out in chapter one, 
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the kin-community reality of Tautoro is epistemologically, axiologically and 
genealogically based on whakapapa. Later sections of this chapter will detail the ‘strategic 
interventions’ mentioned above and list a set of ‘strategies of inquiry’ (Wilson, 2008, p. 
39) which build upon a whakapapa-centred methodology.  
 
However, before this, while we are still in the conceptual phase of this chapter, Māori 
academic Margaret Forster (Rongomaiwahine, Ngāti Kahungunu) makes it known that 
while whakapapa is a key, underlying principle in community-based research in terms of 
social network connections - in terms of methodology - on its own it ‘…does not 
necessarily ensure access or a mandate for a research project’ (Foster, 2011 pp. 39).  
 
When combined with the view that whakapapa is the foundational framework ‘…upon 
which knowledge is situated; i.e., it is not of itself ‘knowledge’,’ (Roberts, 2013, pp. 106; 
see also Graham 2009a, p. 3; see also Kawharu & Newman, 2018, p. 52), Forester’s 
comments here are correct. Rather there are a collage of flexible and inflexible interactive 
cultural practices and protocols that derive from the whakapapa framework that make 
manifest the research functions of whakapapa and enable a researcher to function in 
regards to context and situation. The following section will outline, discuss and apply 
these practices to my own community-based research approach.  
 
2.2 Whakapapa Research Methodology Details  
 
Recalling section 1.1 and tables 1, 3 and 4 we see the outlining of the whakapapa scaffold 
of knowledge that reflect Māori cultural ideologies and by extension reflect the 
underlying ideologies behind method choice for this research. After all, hapū whakapapa 
and my personal whakapapa are part of a whakapapa logic and so must reflect the 
prevailing cultural practices and community politics. Marsden makes this logic clear 
when he said:  
‘[t]he seers and sages of Māori society deliberately created their myths and 
legends [e.g., Ranginui and Papatūānuku] as symbols to portray some other 
perceived reality. Those symbols were deliberately couched in these forms in 
order to facilitate several desired objectives. […] The legend itself, by virtue of its 
association with the pantheon of gods, provided the sanctions by which kaupapa 
(first principles) were authorised and out of which tikanga (custom) could flow 
and be validated’ (2003, p. 63; see also Wakefield, 2008, p. 30).  
 




‘[t]he Māori philosophy of law - te māramatanga o ngā tikanga, was sourced in the 
beginning…[and]…handed down through the precedent and practice of ancestors. 
Like an intricate tāniko pattern [finger woven pattern usually in the form of an 
embroidered cloak], it was interwoven with the reality of kinship relations, and 
the ideal of balance for those within such relationships. It provided sanctions 
against the commission of hara or wrongs which upset that balance, and it 
established rules for negotiation and agreement between whānau, hapū and iwi. 
[…] It also laid down clear procedures for the mediation of disputes and for 
adaptation to new and different circumstances’ (1992, p. 5). 
 
The desired objectives Marsden alluded to above were ultimately the formation of a 
cultural library of human ‘values, protocols, habits, manners’ (Duncan & Rewi, 2018, p. 
31), and ‘moral guidelines’ (Roberts, 2013, p. 97) ‘…derived from intergenerational 
practices’ (Tane, 2018, p. 62). The practice of kaupapa and tikanga and several other 
methods of engagement in community life - and by extension research - will now be 
outlined and discussed. 
 
2.2.1 Tikanga Thinking and Practise in Tautoro 
 
District Court Judge Denese Henare (Ngāti Hine, Ngāpuhi) noted that ‘tikanga are 
indigenous and ancient and continue to contain the values around which Māori wish to 
live their lives in Aotearoa’ (Henare, 1998, p. 28). Former Chief Justice of the Māori Land 
Court and legal scholar Edward Durie agrees, acknowledging the operation of tikanga as 
one of Māori society’s ancient practices, describing it as ‘proper and meritorious conduct 
according to ancestral law…[and]…necessary for good relations with people and with the 
land on which they live’ (Mead, 2003, foreword). Tane also affirms as much, reporting the 
continual role tikanga has as a representation of ‘…a kin-community belief system 
regarding the correct or ‘tika’ way of doing things and the reasons ‘why’ something is 
done a particular way’ (2018, p. 62). So too does Mane who emphasises that it is tikanga 
Māori, derived from notions of whakapapa that provide the cultural kaupapa or 
foundations for worldviews and values (Mane, 2009, pp. 1-2; see also Mead, 2003, p. 12; 
see also Graham 2009a, p. 4). On kaupapa and tikanga Marsden weighs in, illustrating the 
concepts in the following way:   
‘[k]aupapa is derived from the two words, kau and papa. In this context ‘to appear 
for the first time, to come into view’, to ‘disclose’. ‘Papa’ means ground or 
foundation. Hence, kaupapa means ground rules, first principles, general 
principles. Tikanga means method, plan, reason, custom, the right way of doing 
things. Kaupapa and Tikanga are juxtaposed and interconnected in Māori thinking’ 




Aligning my research methodology with tribally relevant kaupapa and tikanga via the 
whakapapa framework and the cultural edicts and practices they prescribe, what is the 
result? The following gives context to the rise of several key kaupapa strands of this thesis 
and to the Tautoro specific tikanga involved in the research journey. 
 
2.2.1.1 Kaupapa Strands 
 
You will recall in chapter one, section 1.5.5 where I drew attention to the shared 
encounter in 2016 with my uncle Vic atop Maunga Tauanui and his mentioning of the new 
manuhiri (visitors, entrants) – a company known as Honey Tree Farms Limited (HTF) - 
to the Tautoro rohe. To give a brief synopsis here (further explanation and context will 
be provided in chapter 5), the plans were to take advantage of the fertile soils and 
substantial underground aquifer areas and develop their recently purchased 78-hectare 
property at 6258 Mangakahia Road (Part Mōtatau No 5E No 23D Block) into a 
horticultural enterprise that would eventually comprise a mix of avocado and kiwifruit 
orchards, with a planted area of approximately 54 hectares (roughly 54 rugby fields).  
 
These plans were made known to key Tautoro marae12 (ancient ritualized space at the 
heart of the tribal community, see Tapsell, 2011, p. 87) in the vicinity of the horticultural 
project by the company owners, who to their credit made attempts at providing a range 
of engagement opportunities for community and tangata whenua to gain some 
understanding as to the company’s long term development goals and groundwater take 
needs.13 In response to concerns about the proposed groundwater take - particularly 
when the daily volume of water applied for a total limit not exceeding 2,160 m3 per day 
(two million, one hundred sixty thousand litres) and for a consent duration of thirty-five 
years became clearer – local hapū members initiated a vital series of marae hui 
(meetings) as a means to bring the community together; to kōrero (engage) with each 
 
12 Te Riingi Marae (formerly known as Mahuhukiterangi) and Te Mātā Marae.  
13 Measures included an orchard site visit in June 2016 (eleven people attended) which showed the recently 
installed (October 2015) water production bore; phone calls and a letter of consultation and project intent 
for a resource consent application under the Resource Management Act (RMA) 1991 to neighbouring 
landowners, known local community members and Te Runanga-Iwi-o-Ngāpuhi in January and February 
2017; a question-and-answer session held at Te Riingi Marae in April 2017. A draft of the groundwater take 
application made available to the community on February 10, 2017, with two final drafts circulated on 28 




other; to wānanga (deliberate) in order to gain insight into the project; to raise awareness 
within community and ultimately to take action on issues where necessary.  
 
This series of events occurring in late 2016 and early 2017 coincided with our move home 
to Tautoro (see section 1.5.6). It was not long into the re-settlement period here that I 
became aware of the situation and immediately became involved in discussions and 
debate at marae hui and other social functions throughout the valley community. 
Objections to water extraction from the Tautoro aquifer for orchard irrigation were 
widely held by many hapū members both resident and by those living outside of the 
community. The myriad of complex details generated in the series of hui will be outlined 
and explored later in chapter five, however the general themes and associated questions 




▪ The potential for genuine physical, cultural, spiritual, chemical and ecological 
impacts being experienced by hapū and whānau from development pressures 
and water abstraction through aquifer withdrawal and a diversion from 
downstream rivers and springs.  
▪ Aquifer recharge and groundwater levels in a climate crisis environment 
where regional droughts are increasingly more frequent and more severe. 
▪ The vulnerability of kāinga and marae areas and their ability to source and 
grow locally-produced hua (food, plants, trees) and rongoa (native, plant-
derived medicines). 
▪ Potential threats to local wetlands and downstream catchment biodiversity on 
which kāinga have thrived for several generations (e.g., tuna – eels, kēwai – 




▪ Hapū have ancestral links to this region that stretch back to the first peoples to 
arrive in Tautoro, a settlement that had its origins shortly after the first 
settlement of Aotearoa in the Hokianga area. Long and intimate histories co-
exist here with newer senses of place in the whakapapa (layers) across the 
Tautoro landscape. 
▪ What of the cultural evidence of significant places in the immediate vicinity of 
the development project and the relationship Tautoro peoples have with these 
places. 
▪ What of the in-depth histories of occupancy on and identity and attachment to 
the surrounding traditional landscapes and waterscapes? 
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▪ What of the great damage to the whakapapa or genealogy of Tautoro places 
and people over the past one hundred and eighty years brought about by 
colonial government and colonial aspirations for land?  
▪ What of the cultural values and mana whenua (customary rights born out of 
long-term association and occupation of local landscapes) as it relates to ngā 
hapū o Tautoro – those groups who have customary relationships with 
ancestral whenua, wai Māori and in the traditional Tautoro rohe? 
▪ What of the tangata whenua view that wai is seen as a living entity and not 




▪ Many strongly voiced the assertion of Te Tiriti o Waitangi based right for hapū 
‘…to be able to exercise rangatiratanga or authority in decision-making in the 
management and sustainability of a natural resource as of right, not only 
because of their long-term occupation in a location but because of their 
responsibilities to future generations’ (Ruckstuhl, Thompson-Fawcett & Rae 
2014, p. 306). 
▪ If extractive or irrigation activities are to take place within the Tautoro hapū 
rohe it is not for industries and regional councils to decide upon alone in 
unequal standing to hapū. Rather better kaupapa engagement on planning 
processes and project impact mitigation must be central.  
▪ While hapū and whānau do have a spiritual, cultural and historical association 
with surface and subsurface wai Māori and desire its health and well-being 
protected for ngā uri whakatupu, they also seek to participate in the economic 
benefit of water meet the aspirations for local micro economy developments 
and thus nourish their communities.  
▪ The issue of mandate – with seven hapū groups in the Tautoro marae 
catchment, who has/should have authority to speak on their behalf in public 
forums, in today’s institutional, natural resource management context?  
Furthermore, as a legislatively aligned (Resource Management Act 1991) means of 
expressing whānau and hapū histories, perspectives, priorities, aspirations and potential 
socio-environmental effects, the idea and suitability of a Cultural Impact Assessment (or 
lack of one) on water extraction activities was also debated (this discussion is continued 
in chapter 5).  
 
The hui from which these issues and statements sprung from were guided by cultural 
precedents best described by Marsden:  
‘when contemplating some important project, action or situation that needs to be 
addressed and resolved, the tribe in council would debate the kaupapa or rules 
and principles by which they should be guided. There is an appeal to first 
principles in cases of doubt and those principles are drawn from the creation 
stories of Tua-uri [beyond in the world of darkness], the acts of the gods in the 
56 
 
period of transition following the separation of Rangi and Papa […] The methods 
and plans they used in a similar situation are recounted and recommended. 
Alternative options are also examined and a course of action (tikanga) is adopted’ 
(2003, p. 66).14 
 
This research kaupapa aligns with what Smith calls for – that research with indigenous 
communities should be led by those communities and be responsive to their needs  as 
opposed to being ‘…solely for the benefit of the outsider [researcher/institution]’  (1999, 
p. 138; see also Beebeejaun et al., 2014, p. 37 who call for academic research to be 
measured according to its benefit to the wider society as opposed to institutions and thus 
advocate research to be co-productive or ‘with communities rather than on 
communities’). Indeed, as Tamanui rightly attests, ‘for the Māori indigene, the importance 
of research and research methodologies inevitably lies in their ability to transform the 
worlds that those who engage in indigenous research come to represent’ (2012, p. 72).  
 
It is against this backdrop that kaupapa or the first principles of this thesis were laid out 
in front of me as a result of the burgeoning social and environmental issues raised by the 
Tautoro community. While the issues discussed at multiple hui in 2017 had provided 
several forms of PhD research inspiration within the broad topic of indigenous water 
rights and interests, a series of ‘…topic defining experience[s]…’ (Tane, 2018, p. 33) 
occurred in early 2018.  
 
2.2.2 The Tautoro Hapū Authority - He Mea Hangaia he Rōpū Kaitiakitanga i Runga Anō i Ngā 
Tikanga (A Guardianship Group Created in Accordance with Custom)  
 
The numerous hui that occurred on community marae and in whānau homes throughout 
2017 and 2018 were opportunities to listen to what people had to say about the 
horticultural project, the resource consent application for groundwater take and to truly 
listen to their voices which spoke of their values, stories and local knowledge of their 
environment. The development pressures within hapū customary territory provided the 
opportunity to conduct an analysis of the community’s own situation considering what 
was going on in the Tautoro landscape.  
 
 
14 For a recent example of the setting out of relevant tikanga or guiding principles and how they are applied 
in decisions in a New Zealand Supreme Court setting see Van Beynen (2020). 
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In February, March and April of 2018, a final series of hapū-ā-rohe hui (pan-tribal 
meetings) occurred in Tautoro. The Tautoro community itself only has a permanent 
resident population of approximately five hundred with several ethnicities including 
Māori, New Zealand Pākehā, British and Pacific Islanders (StatsNZ, 2018). Hui attendance 
ranged from twenty people through to sixty. The kaupapa here was community self-
diagnosis, followed by focused planning and ‘vision building’ (Westley et al., 2013, p. 4). 
The resonant expression to the series of issues, interests and perspectives raised was best 
described at a hui on the 14th April 2018 at Te Atawhai Miria marae (a private family 
marae of the Paraha and Padlie whānau) where the following statement was made:  
“He maha ngā tāngata: he kaikaunihera, he ahumahi, he kaipūtaiao, e mahi ana ngā 
whakatau mō āpōpō mō tātau i Tautoro nei, kāore noa e mōhiotia ki ō tātau wā o 
mua. E kore tāea e mātou ki te whirinaki ki ngā kī o ētahi atu, mō ngā mea tika, mō 
ngā mea hē rānei i tō mātou nei taiao. Mā tātou anō e kōrero i ngā kaupapa e tapu 
ana, e motuhake ana, e hirahira anō hoki mō tātau, kia noho tahi ai i runga i te 
rangimārie ki roto o Tautoro. Ko ngā wāhi tapu e kōrero nei tātau, nō tuawhakarere, 
ināianei, me āpōpō” 
There are many people, councillors, industry, scientists, making decisions for our 
future here in Tautoro without knowing our collective past. We cannot rely on 
others to tell us what is right and wrong in our environment. We ourselves must 
tell people about those things that are sacred, special and significant to us so that 
we can co-exist peacefully together in the Tautoro environment. The sites we talk 
about are our past, present and futures. 
Echoing this statement, kaumātua Tūpari Te Whata highlighted that traditionally, pou 
whakairo and pou whenua (uncarved wooden post) were installed to mark tribal 
boundaries and to convey information about the landscape, its mana and the mana of its 
people to external entities who passed within its sphere of influence. In his view, the re-
erection of pou whakairo in the Tautoro landscape (see section 1.5.4 for an earlier 
discussion on the removal of pou whakairo atop Maunga Tauanui) is a key part of any 
effort to recalibrate, rebuild and reconvey mana in the landscape and ultimately affect the 
return of hapū mana o te whenua over their traditional territory (2018, personal 
communication, 14 April).15 
 
In response to the resounding sentiment conveyed, it was deemed that the contemporary 
shape and flow of hapū mana - of mana tūpuna (the influence of ancestors, their 
 
15 Note - Tūpari Te Whata has carved many pou whakairo for public spaces in the Northland region in order 
to ‘lift the visibility’ of the longstanding relationships Māori have to whenua and wai (see De Graaf, 2011).  
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leadership and deeds) and mana tangata (the confidence and vitality of hapū, whānau 
and individuals) - needed to be strengthened in the minds of hapū members. Mana 
whenua (‘the power associated with the land, including inherited rights, power of control 
and the protection and conservation of especially sacred sites’ – Keenan, 1994, p. 32) and 
Tautoro tikanga (customary protocols that determine what is right and wrong in the local 
socio-physical environment) needed to be effectively communicated to the collective 
minds of external institutions to ensure community socio-cultural and socio-ecological 
resilience into the future. The re-establishment of mana within marae-centred 
boundaries in the Tautoro rohe via an elucidation of whakapapa kōrero and the key forms 
of mana (mentioned above) within these spheres of thought must enhance contemporary 
and future experiences of tangata whenua kaitiakitanga (guardianship) of whenua and 
wai in the landscape. Reflecting this sentiment, a key focus was the need for a unified 
voice and the subsequent issue of mandate (signalled in section 2.2.1), which were 
matters compounded by the existence of seven distinct but inter-related hapū groups in 
the Tautoro marae catchment.  
 
As is the norm with marae-centred communities, ngā kawa whakahaere o te marae 
(formal marae meeting procedures) was the starting point for all hui that transpired. 
Tane explains the concept of kawa as the:   
‘…customs of a particular community or marae and are enforced through 
restriction (tapu) and the maintenance of social boundaries. Kawa represent the 
manifested behaviour (the ‘how’ things are done), which vary from marae to 
marae, region to region, kin-group to kin-group’ (2018, p. 62; see also Tinirau, 
2017, pp. 24-25, 55 for an example of regional variances in kawa). 
 
The manifestations of distinctly Tautoro kawa (utilising kupu (words) or phrases unique 
to the local mita (dialect)) - such as karanga (formal call of welcome to enter the marae 
and thus an invitation to enter a dialogue or kōrero); whaikōrero (formal oratory); the 
sharing of whakapapa (genealogical lines) that provides a context of belonging and 
responsibilities associated with kinship accountability; and wānangananga (open floor 
discussions and forethought) - enable the institutional operations of hui and its resulting 
kōrero to maintain a high degree of integrity (see Karetu, 1975; see Marsden, 2003, pp. 
158-161). 
 
The hui in April 2018 attracted a heterogeneous group of people with whakapapa to 
Tautoro hapū and landscape, who were both resident and non-resident members of the 
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community. A common kaupapa was generated, which resulted in the unanimous 
decision to form a pan-hapū rōpū kaitiaki (guardianship group) named the Tautoro Hapū 
Authority (THA). This consisted of members from each of the seven hapū - Ngāti Rangi, 
Ngāti Moerewa, Ngāti Whakahotu, Ngāti Kiriahi, Te Ngare Hauata, Te Whānau Whero and 
Ngāi Tawake - for whom they would represent. I was present at this hui and was 
nominated to join this rōpū. Members were to fulfil important leadership roles within this 
whakapapa networked rōpū. Its role was to act as a small scale, local bridging rōpū 
between the different levels of council authorities and companies in relation to specific 
cultural and environmental issues such as water extraction. For many in the community, 
this event was thought to be the first time such a kaitiaki rōpū had been formed in defence 
of interior socio-cultural and socio-physical spaces of the Tautoro rohe. However, a 
whakapapa reading of the Tautoro narrative shown later in chapter four reveal this not 
to be the case. In a kind of Groundhog Day-like experience - where a situation in which a 
series of unwelcome events appear to be recurring in the same way repeatedly - such a 
rōpū was needed before and in similar circumstances - the reasons and the roots of which 
run deep (these will be shown in chapter 4).  
 
Social innovation specialist Frances Westley contends that the ability of communities to 
work through and successfully overcome resource use and guardianship challenges is via 
‘…the entire network of interacting individuals and organizations at different levels 
[creating] the right links, at the right time, around the right issues’ (2013, p. 3). This 
leadership team of seven (with three kaumātua and kuia in support as cultural advisers) 
was a gathering of various ages, genders and experiences made up of ‘…kaumātua, kuia 
(wise elders), pōtiki (opportunity seekers) and tohunga (knowledge specialists) to 
address crises or challenges’ (Kawharu, Tapsell, & Woods, 2017, p. 22), with each 
possessing differing levels of education and diffuse connections with potential external 
collaborators (i.e., local government members, planning professionals). Naturally, this 
grouping resembled a traditional leadership matrix referred to as the Takarangi model of 
leadership (see Tapsell & Woods 2008a, 2008b, 2010, Kawharu, Tapsell, & Woods, 2017, 
p. 24). The intentions of the group were to be a transformational collaboration of 
whanaunga with the responsibility of ‘…upholding core values of whenua (survival), 
whakapapa (belonging), rangatiratanga (trusteeship), manaakitanga (service) and 
kaitiakitanga (sustainability)’ (Tapsell, 2020, p. 83). At the outset, the mana and mauri of 
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the rōpū was channelled into organisational concerns and kaupapa structuring to 
enhance hapū mana in all its forms.  
 
At the outset of my role in this kaitiaki rōpū, I explained my doctoral research journey 
and after several discussions it was deemed that my doctoral research project and my 
role in THA could complement each other. In this way both needs could be met. As Mane 
rightly points out: 
‘Involving communities in proposed research is necessary for several reasons. An 
obvious one is that communities are very likely to know what issues deserve 
research and why. They will also understand implicitly the kinds of initiatives that 
are needed to address local community problems through research. Moreover, 
they will be in a position to understand, prioritise and enable research projects 
that emerge from their own community-based developments’ (2009, p. 5). 
 
With the series of hui identifying gaps, issues and trends and their resulting kōrero 
providing a series of research themes. With my research interests and aims aligning with 
that of THA kaupapa, my research kaupapa and research tikanga was set. The following 
section demonstrates the ubiquitous nature of whakapapa in Tautoro and the shared pool 
of knowledge resources contained within the kin network. Furthermore, it discusses the 
tikanga strategies for inquiry which were utilised to gain a deeper and wider whakapapa 
understanding of the Tautoro socio-cultural and environmental ecosystem and in the 
process discover the right courses of action for contemporary challenges.  
 
2.2.3 Whanaungatanga – Ethical Relationships Based on Tikanga 
 
Ngāti Rangi and Ngāti Moerewa are the kinship groups of Tautoro that I genealogically 
connect to. As a member of these kinship groups and as a member of the Tautoro Hapū 
Authority, the charges of kinship accountability to whanaunga, to whakapapa and to 
whenua are ever-present. Regarding the ethics of consent, while the community 
engagement research process outlined in this chapter was approved by the University of 
Otago Human Ethics Committee on 4 December 2018 (Ethics Committee reference code 
number 18/195), it commented that for the purposes of my community-based research 
project, the Committee deemed it acceptable to obtain verbal consent from kaikōrero 
participants for the study but suggested I keep a record of consent for my personal files. 
But while this application to the University Ethics Committee was obligatory - more 
importantly - as Rewi acknowledges:  
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‘I believe that the initial consent given by informants to share their knowledge 
with me was based on Māori principles. It was the consent of an elder handing on 
knowledge to a younger person. It was consent purely in support of the request 
and merit of the request. The only restrictions were those employed because my 
research was being conducted under the auspices of a Western tertiary institution’ 
(2010, p. vii). 
The ethics of whānau and hapū kinship denotes accountability and transparency through 
a maintenance of kōrero channels (Tane, 2018, p. 55). Tapsell speaks to the dynamism of 
kin accountability, commenting that it is a ‘…genealogically engaged sense of well-being 
and connectedness’ (2017, p. 365) between self and others. For Māori film-maker Tainui 
Stevens (Te Rarawa) whakamā ‘…is a major dynamic in the Māori world. Like the 
associated values of manaaki, utu and aroha it refers to our private and public 
connections with each other. It comes with a conscience…[it] compels you to atone: to be 
‘at one’ with the consequences of your actions’ (2020). Speaking to its perpetuity Tapsell 
states that:  
‘[t]he Māori world of kin accountability remains as brutal now as in pre-contact 
times. Individuals perceived to bring dishonour to their wider kin in most 
instances, carry the shame [whakamā] for life and it is also transferred to the 
wider whānau. On occasion when descendants perhaps become whakahīhī 
(boastful or selfish) wider kin will remind them – sometimes many generations 
later via song of derision – of the past transgression to reset balance’ (2020, p. 
75).16  
 
My kin accountability approach, based on a tikanga Tautoro framework, helped 
determine culturally informed and ethically sound strategies to research. The purposeful 
responsiveness of kaikōrero (speaker, information sharer) to engage in an active, kin/co-
researcher relationship was an indication of support for the research kaupapa and its 
intended outcomes. Academic Rāwiri Tinirau (Te Āti Haunui-a-Pāpārangi, Ngāti Rangi, 
Ngā Rauru Kītahi, Ngā Wairiki-Ngāti Apa, Ngāti Tūwharetoa, Ngāti Maru) emphasises that 
the responsiveness to kin-initiated research by hapū community members is routinely 
based on ‘whakapapa and whakawhanaungatanga’ which are deemed essential (2008, p. 
297). The nurturing (in some cases the initiation) of whanaungatanga was a crucial 
 
16 Whakamā is a ‘psychosocial and behavioural construct’ of Māori culture according to Sachdev (1990, p. 
434). He argues that it ‘represents the feeling state in a person when he or she has felt dishonoured in the 
eyes of others because of having failed to honour obligations to kinsfolk or friends, or because of an insult 
or fall in self-esteem, or the exposure of a sin or other such violation of group rules’. A recent example of 
this concept is seen in the case of R v Henare [2020] NZCA 188 where defence counsel asked the sentencing 




component of my research. A successful outcome was dependent on the relationship 
between community and researcher.  
  
On relationships, Duncan and Rewi affirm that they are the ‘fundamental element’ in Te 
Ao Māori (2018, p. 35). The centrality of relations or relationships derives from a societal 
understanding that ‘…human existence is reliant on other peoples and the environment, 
all of which should be respected and treasured’ (ibid., p. 35). The root word of 
whanaungatanga is whānau, meaning family or extended family. The addition of the 
causative prefix of whaka - meaning to make happen - and the suffix tanga combine to 
indicate the statuses of being a relative and having mutual relationships. Ngāi Tūhoe 
rangatira John Rangihau describes the interacting frequency between whanaunga as a 
heartfelt human experience where ‘kinship is the warmth of being together as a family 
group; what you can draw from being together and the strength of using all the resources 
of a family…a strong feeling of kinship or whanaungatanga reaches out to others in 
hospitality’ (1975, p. 166). In a continuation of the length and breadth of 
whanaungatanga, Rangihau goes onto describe what he calls Māori hospitality laws:  
‘[t]he whole basis for [Māori hospitality law] is the business of showing concern 
for your neighbour, concern for him [or her] as a person, and therefore sharing his 
[or her] daily life and sharing things of the community…and caring. 
Whanaungatanga to me also means that whenever a person feels lonely, [they] will 
go around and visit some of [their] kin and it is just as enjoyable for the kin to 
receive a visit as it is for the person to go. In other words, there is as much joy – or 
perhaps greater joy – in giving as in receiving. And so we give of one another to 
one another – we give the talents we have so everybody can share in these sorts 
of experiences’ (ibid p. 166).  
 
What Rangihau illustrates here are the cultural roots of whanaungatanga, grown out of 
diverse and all-embracing traditions which chiefly exist to provide a situational model of 
good relations between kin that recognises the dynamic, living nature of relationships. 
The rights, responsibilities and expected modes of respectful behaviour provide balanced 
relations within whanaungatanga. The consideration of the kinds of whanaungatanga 
Rangihau espouses are especially important as they do not deny the central role of human 
relationships and lived experience in the establishment of relationships and by extension 
research and particularly whakapapa-based research. On this, academic Peter Mataira 
(Ngāti Porou, Ngāti Kahungunu) indicates with reference to Smith (1999) and Chomsky 
(2012) that ‘…western empiricism does not adequately capture “life” stories and unique 
lived experiences, and by implication de-emphasises…’ (2019, p. 7) their importance in 
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the research process. In contrast, the ways in which engagement occurs and the types of 
relationships required in kin-community research are carefully put together over time to 
allow warmth and trust to develop.  
 
Also elaborating on the laws of hospitality championed by Rangihau, Mead presents 
whanaungatanga as a multisensory process with ‘expected dimensions’ (2003, p. 29). A 
key dimension of whanaungatanga is manaakitanga meaning the ‘nurturing [of] 
relationships, looking after people, and being very careful about how others are treated’ 
(ibid., p. 29). Other valuable principles involved in whanaungatanga are expressed 
through nurturing human emotions of tiakitanga and aroha which come to mean 
affection, love, compassion, empathy, interpersonal warmth and trust which ‘are always 
important no matter what the circumstances might be’ (Mead, 2003, p. 29). Graham 
extends these attributes to also include pono (the quality of being true or correct) which 
maintains that these feelings of tiakitanga and aroha be genuine in their expression and 
support of whanaungatanga within community (Graham, 2009b, p. 112). Here, the 
reference to the works of Rangihau and Mead, which highlight the socio-cultural 
expectations and conditions of relationship building, join the operative and performative 
aspects of whanaungatanga and serve to move the discussion of methodology out of its 
theoretical underpinnings and into the empirical, day-to-day realities of kin-community 
based spatial practice, from a recently returned – papakāinga-based perspective.  
 
We know from earlier in this section that the root word of whanaungatanga is whānau, 
meaning family or extended family with the causative prefix of ‘whaka’. The remainder of 
this chapter describes the operation of whaka or causation in the forging of whānau, 
extended whānau and wider kin relationships as a major component of personal well-
being and by extension, a significant determinant in quality research content and 
outcomes.  
 
2.2.4 Whaka-whanaungatanga, Trust Building and Self-Reflexivity 
 
Tinirau (2008, p. 296; 2017, p. 37; see Dell, 2017, p. 100; Foster, 2011, p. 136) highlight 
the relationship building qualities of whakawhanaungatanga to both tangata and whenua 
and thus it has great resonance in several contexts including research. My migration 
home was an opportunity to reclaim the dimensions of whanaungatanga that had lain 
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dormant for a period of twelve years, from within a tribally bounded, cultural context. 
This context - a landscape to which I am biologically and culturally tied to - brought with 
it an enhanced connection with people, place and their history. Research within this space 
was not a responsibility I took lightly as not all Māori post-graduate students can return 
to live permanently near their marae and papakāinga and explore personal whakapapa 
geographies as well as develop a doctoral research project.  
 
My initial expectations of homecoming were realistic in terms of the multi-levelled 
requirements of whakawhanaungatanga. On reflection it was overall a personally and 
professionally positive experience. At the outset, my immersion into kin community was 
carried out with an understanding of the notions of expatriatism (in this case, someone 
who lives outside of their home, tribal region) – of me returning as someone who had 
lived away for an extended period and as a researcher (i.e., insider/outsider dichotomy). 
As the following paragraphs highlight, a process of sensitive17 and slow re-integration 
into community was required. Physical engagement with landscape, active engagement 
with whanaunga in various spaces and genuine contributions to hapū kaupapa were 
instrumental.  
 
For those recent migrants to hau kāinga communities, Williams insists a successful 
transition ‘…from a person back home to one of the home people…’ involves showing in 
real terms a ‘…commitment to the former’ (2015, p. 233). It is only after undergoing this 
phase of becoming known in community that ‘…relationships of trust are ready to be 
built’ (Debassige, 2012, p. 225). The nuances of outsiderism became apparent to me early 
in the research process when I paid a visit to my Karanga Matua (uncle) Tūpari Te Whata, 
a tohunga whakairo in wood, bone and pounamu (greenstone/nephrite). When 
approaching kaumātua or kuia, the natural method of communication is usually by use of 
Te Reo Māori (the Māori language). The scene played out with me asking “…i tētahi wā pai 
ana ki a koe, mēnā ka tāea ia te whakawhiti kōrero ki ahau ōna whakaaro mō ngā papatupu 
o te rohe o Tautoro” (at a time suitable to you, would he kōrero with me about his 
 
17 Educational sociologist Phillip Roberts indicates that when conducting research in rural locales it is vital 
to understand the conditions of rural settings and to not ‘…tacitly assume a metropolitan norm…’ in 
attitudinal approaches to research (2014, p. 135). Being aware of local codes of behaviour and local 
demographic, economic (i.e., inequality) and geographic factors are important. Mane highlights that there 
is a ‘lack of connection between academic institutions and Māori communities’ underlined by the 
perception of elitism of those attached to University research (2009, p. 4). 
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perspectives on the ancestral cultural heritage landscapes of Tautoro). The reply was 
“kāore tēnei te wā tika. Mōhio tātau ki a koe, engari kāore tātau e tino mōhio ki a koe. Roa 
hoki tō ngaronga mō ngā tau maha, engari waiho mō tētahi wā, ā, ka kōrero tāua” (now is 
not the time. We know you, but we don't know really know you. You have been away for 
many years but give it some time and we’ll talk) (T Te Whata, 2017, personal 
communication, 3 March). At the time, his comments bothered me or, rather, my own 
uncertainties about what it meant bothered me, especially in the early stages of the 
research process. At the time, I did not question him as to why he thought that way, most 
likely due to my adherence to the underlying tuakana, teina relationship at play. 
Polynesian history scholar Michael Reilly describes the tuakana-teina relationship as one 
which operates as the tumu (root, foundation, origin) of the Māori kinship system with 
its emphasis on a hierarchy of rank and leadership (2010, pp. 212, 225). Senior lecturer 
in social and community work Peter Walker also describes the principle of tuakana and 
teina. In his experiential view, as the researcher he is a teina to his research participants 
who are tuakana in terms of age and life experience, a relationship dynamic he deems 
‘culturally critical’ (2003, p. 159). 
 
Tūpari was correct in that I had been away from home for many years. From my 
perspective, I had always endeavoured to keep my connections to my home community 
open by regular trips home and by active involvement in marae and other community 
activities (see chapter 1). Perhaps I had taken my whakapapa connections for granted, 
thinking that the bridge of relationships had already been built. Whilst others were open 
to kōrero with me (admittedly of younger generations), Tūpari was not at the first 
instance. Was my assumption of his expertise of all things Tautoro due to his kaumātua 
and tohunga whakairo status warranted? Was it to do with his own self-consciousness at 
being asked to kōrero with me? Was this his way of testing my personal commitment to 
the Tautoro community first (Williams, 2015, p. 233), fearing my research intentions 
were selfishly motivated? Had my learning experiences in the ‘outside’ world of academic 
universities, as opposed to the marae and ancestral landscape-based knowledge centres, 
created a separation between myself and community in a manner that was not 
appropriate for me to receive and document Tautoro mātauranga? Was the doctoral 
thesis instrument and its affiliated university - an institution not linked to Tautoro marae-
context and knowledge dissemination - a culturally appropriate vessel regarding hapū 
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whakapapa kōrero? In his mind, were my sustained absences “…tantamount to ahi mātao, 
to the extinguished fire, and…interpreted as an attitude of not caring” (Rewi, 2010, p. 39 
- citing Te Kei Merito, 1997) of the goings on within the hau kāinga?  
 
Regardless of what his thought motivations were at the time, the experience goes to show 
how he perhaps considered me as an outsider because I had lived away from the 
community for some time and that my position intersects with the research being 
conducted and the shapes of relationships between myself as researcher and research 
participant(s). I never took the opportunity to broach his initial hesitancy to kōrero. Since 
his battle with cancer, beginning in early 2018 and his eventual passing in December 
2018, I may never know. I have a feeling that the appeasement of mistrust or overt 
attempts at ‘…prevent[ing] the outsider becoming the intruder’ (Smith, 1999, p. 138) 
were required. 
 
The increasing, dissonant thoughts of not wanting to be on the outside; or being an 
intruder in my own home community; or for there to be problems with my research 
relationships because of outsiderism, were ever-present. Acknowledging and coming to 
terms with this internal struggle and its inclusion as a part of this chapter, was the result 
of ‘make[ing] visible the questions, complexities, and processes of doing research’ (Pillow 
& Mayo, 2007, p. 163). According to Jootun et al., self-reflexivity on the research journey 
‘…increase[s] the rigour of the research process’ (2009, p. 42). Palaganas et al., advocate 
for researchers ‘…to write and share how they experienced research, how they do their 
work, be it good or bad…’ (2017, p. 435) while sociologist Michael Patton suggests the 
researcher aim to be ‘…self-analytical, politically aware, and reflexive in consciousness’ 
(Patton, 2002, p. 41).  
 
Applying this reflexive logic to the intrusionary outsider perspective, from my standpoint 
at least, it is three-pronged. Firstly, it could simply have been my recent migrant status of 
city-dweller-cum papakāinga/Tautoro community resident. Secondly, it relates to 
insider/outside dichotomy. I refer to myself as an “insider” in the Tautoro community. I 
am internal to my Te Whata whānau. I am also a kin community member through 





Despite my own personal view as a community insider, how did my fellow kin members, 
outside of my immediate whānau, perceive me within the community and in my role as a 
researcher? Am I perceived as Raaniera Te Whata, an insider in the Tautoro community? 
Am I perceived as Raaniera with a Te Whata whakapapa that has segments of its genesis 
far outside the traditional hapū boundaries of Tautoro (in this case Te Whānau-a-Apanui, 
Ngāti Porou, Ngāti Pākehā)18 creating socio-political undercurrents in relation to other 
whakapapa branches in Tautoro and thus precipitating the conscious or subconscious 
preclusion from other familial whakapapa knowledge systems (Tane, 2018, p. 44)? 
Thirdly, what of ‘researcher privilege’ (Wallerstein & Duran, 2008; Rose, 1997, p. 307)? 
Am I perceived as a researcher affiliated with the University of Otago and therefore as a 
privileged outsider? As a researcher, who has received an education outside of the 
community learning centres; who has access to material resources; access to online 
databases; access to academic networks and the institutional supports to write; I am in a 
position of privilege relative to many kin-community whanaunga. Or does the fact that I 
am a whanaunga with diverse, long-standing whakapapa links to whenua and a resident 
of the kin-community ameliorate this fact? 
 
Integral to the process of recognising positionality in research, was kuia and Aunty - 
Margery Te Whata, who on many occasions provided guidance (tohungatanga or 
specialist knowledge) as to te ara tika (the right path) in engagement. One important 
email was pertinent to the manner of research with whānau whānui (extended family 
groups): 
 
18 I genealogically connect to Tautoro through my maternal side which provides mana tūpuna, mana 
whenua and mana tangata rights. Our Te Whata name has origins from Whangaparaoa on the East Coast of 
the North Island. A tūpuna wahine (female ancestor) by the name of Te Ruataarehu, who lived at Potaka 
with her husband Tirahekia had a son called Tokikapu. Tokikapu arrived in the Bay of Island after the 
signing of Te Tiriti o Waitangi in 1840 as a whaler and trader. He joined forces with the Ngāpuhi chief Te 
Tāhua Te Whata. Our surname is derived from him in recognition of who he was. It is said he had 21 wives 
and he traded with the early colonial settlers in the Northland region. Tokikapu married Meri Huru who 
was the daughter of a Ngāpuhi chief called Huru. They had two children called Te Whata Tokikapu and 
Hari-ora Tokikapu. Te Whata Tokikapu had three children called Hoani Tokikapu, Te Rewarewa who 
married Wairua Peta of Te Whānau-a-Apanui and Tūpari Te Whata. Tūpari Te Whata settled in Utakura in 
the Hokianga. He married Iritana Ngaro Mātene of Tautoro. Their son Tātāū Tūpari Te Whata was gifted 
land to live on in Tautoro in the 1920’s (H Te Whata 1996, private collection). On my paternal side I come 
from England. My grandparents, of Cornwall and Dorset, came out to Aotearoa New Zealand in 1963 on the 
ship Southern Cross with their two children and landed in Wellington then proceeding onto Dunedin. In 
Tautoro, my Pākehā whakapapa and fairer skin had always been what marked me as different from the 
majority of my whanaunga and school peers but it was never something that counted against me in any 
deeper way (a sentiment also captured by Leoni, 2018, p. 382).  
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“on your journey around Tautoro while going into whānau homes…it’s based on 
trust; they have faith in you or from whose whānau you belong, your whakapapa 
- namely your grandparents, your mother, their belief system, convictions. When 
whānau let you into their homes and their protected spheres of kōrero it is mainly 
because of their trust in you, your whakapapa… [it is] through whakapapa and 
whanaunga relationships [that] you can get on the inside of anything and 
everything. The question for you is how to turn your research journey experience 
into positive outcomes for all in the community and in turn disallow others with 
power and control, financially or politically, to continue to critique our people. 
This will not be accepted” (2017, personal communication, 23 February). 
 
Sociologist Kaite Kerstetter (2012, p. 99) explains that the development of trust is critical 
to creating and sustaining successful partnerships. The challenge then, given my 
perceived status as a returned migrant and researcher was to explicitly nullify an 
academic status ‘…which is often seen as being removed from the real world of everyday 
people’ (Mane, 2009, p. 4). On this, Mataira reveals that: 
‘appeasing mistrust is perhaps the most difficult obstacle in undertaking research 
among Indigenous communities. Even if a researcher may possess expert 
knowledge and a good attitude, they can still be restricted from gaining access into 
a community because community leaders [and members] value relational matters 
and social capital above technical know-how’ (2019, p. 9). 
 
For sociologist Robert Bogdan and Educationalist Sari Biklen, negotiating entry into 
communities through the establishment of rapport and the renegotiation of entry 
through formal and informal means is crucial despite its complexities (2003, pp. 75-77, 
85). The approach to becoming ‘one of the home people’ (Williams, 2015, p. 233) became 
an exercise in trust building or creating areas for trust-building, knowledge generation 
and mahi tahi (to work as one, together). It was about reinforcing a personal sense of 
responsibility towards community and landscape and signalling to whanaunga of my 
committed and willing attitude to them. 
 
Having spoken about the necessity of whanaungatanga and the accomplishment of 
whakawhanaungatanga as not only an approach to research but also the tika way of 
returning to kin-community, the following section provides specific instances of 
whakawhanaungatanga in action that ameliorated the outsider factors highlighted by the 
likes of Mataira (2019), Mane (2009), and my karanga matua Tūpari.  
 
2.2.5 Getting Closer to Āe (Yes) - Negotiating Access to Kōrero Through Mahi on the Whenua 




The process of establishing new whānaungatanga networks within community, idea 
formation and learning to ask the right questions from whanaunga to garner kōrero for 
this thesis were not made possible by sitting still at a desk. Rather, the visible and 
invisible links between tangata, whenua, researcher and research outcomes were forged 
by years of Tautoro community mahi – or ‘physical work and daily tasks that involved 
movement through space’ which provided a ‘wealth of deep-rooted experience[s]’ 
(O’Neil, 2001, p. 5) resulting in the right levels of whanaungatanga, kōrero and knowledge 
sharing. Wilson maintains that academia needs to remember ‘…that research does not 
have to be formal. It is a ceremony for improving your relationship with an idea. It takes 
place every day and has taken place throughout our history’ (2008, p. 110). Educationist 
Valerie Bang-Jensen recognises this, suggesting that ‘first-hand and hands-on 
experiences are both necessary to find patterns and make generalisations, and to pursue 
a line of inquiry: in other words, to create knowledge’ (1995, p. 353). Pushing this idea 
further, Debassige proposes that within indigenous communities, putting hands to work 
through labour is not simply doing chores for others, rather it is an opportunity for hands 
on learning that has helpful, tangible results and ceremonial meaning through which 
learning and growth is experienced (2012, pp. 154, 206). Kaumātua and Māori academic 
Haare Williams (Te Aitanga-a-Māhaki, Rongowhakaata, Ngāi Tūhoe, Te Whakatōhea) 
explains that central kaupapa and tikanga of marae and papakāinga communities is mahi 
which he defines as work, physical activity; embracing purposeful work; and 
participatory activities by whole whānau where communication and learning takes 






Figure 8: A photo circa 1960’s of my grandmother Ākinihi Tamehana Te Whata (left on stool), my uncle Paki (left 
behind Ākinihi), my grandfather Taataau Te Whata (right, shirtless), my grand aunt Maude (right, behind 
Taataau) and my uncle Taukiri (centre, with back turned) working together to pluck corn and work with flax 
fibres. This is a typical example of the contexts within which the intergenerational exchange of whakapapa kōrero 
can occur through mahi.  
Referring to title of this subsection - negotiating access to kōrero through mahi on the 
whenua and mahi in the whare - as represented by figure 8, there is a literal meaning in 
its descriptive statement. Research was indeed conducted outside in communal and 
individual whānau mahinga kai (vegetable gardens) alongside mahi (i.e., the tilling of 
plots, the planting of seedlings, weed maintenance and the eventual harvesting of crops, 
see figure 8 as an example).  
Research also took place in a variety of informal, ordinary settings (at least from a rural, 
papakāinga perspective) including in fields, the ngāhere (bush/forests), marae wharekai 
(dining halls), marae kitchens (see Ngāwhare, 2014, pp. 58, 212 for his discussion on 
marae kitchen activities such as cooking and cleaning being a key focal point for access to 
people and ideas), urupā (cemeteries), around inland waters (e.g., puna – springs) and 
wetlands. The engagement in informal settings, to which academic Ben Walmsley (citing 
Geertz, 1998) describes as ‘deep hanging out’ encounters (2016, p. 5), allowed practical 
kōrero sessions to take place. An accurate translation of these encounters into Te Reo 
Māori is nuku atu ki te wāhi hōhonu which means to wade out into the deep for that is 
where the real knowledge is to be gained - the inference being that there is nothing much 
to gain in the shallows. These occasions were often situated around the need to complete 
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a specific kaupapa or task that usually related to manaakitanga of others in marae hui 
scenarios or kaitiakitanga of whenua and wai.  
 
Instances of ‘deep hanging out’ encounters occurred throughout several phases of 
research activity from planning to write up. There were many examples of 
whakawhanaungatanga where for the benefit of others, my hands were put to the spade, 
the shovel, the axe, the chainsaw and the dishcloth. Present in those moments, was a 
whakatauki my mother once told me which served as an appropriate balancing median 
in ‘deep hanging out’ encounters - “e rua o taringa, ā, e rua o ringaringa, nā reirā, 
whakamahia maha atu ngā mea e rua kei a koe i te mea kōtahi noihō” (You have two ears 
and two hands, so use more often what you have two of than what you have one of) 
(Mereana Te Whata, 2018, personal communication, 25 April). 
 
Instances of cutting firewood with my karanga matua Victory Te Whata (a seventy-four-
year-old kaumātua who had recently had a triple by-pass operation) is a good example of 
this. A call by phone - beginning with the words “e te tamaiti, tō karanga matua Vic tēnei” 
(hey boy, it is your uncle Vic here) - would often come through in spring or early summer 
asking for assistance with cutting firewood. Like many whānau in the Tautoro 
community, Vic’s home did not have the luxury of gas heating. There was also a reluctance 
to use electrical heating sources due to cost, so wood was his primary source of heat. This 
meant a large supply had to be available through winter and early spring to circulate 
warm air around to keep the house dry (see McLachlan, 2020. Here she indicates that 
Northland has the worst statistics in New Zealand where 42.9 percent of Māori live 
through winter in cold, damp and mouldy homes).  
 
With my 4x4 ute and trailer in tow we would venture out into the bush on whānau land 
to a dry part of the forest, on rising ground with old Tōtara (Podocarpus), Tanekaha 
(Phyllocladus trichomanoides), Blackwood Wattle (Acacia melanoxylon) and an 
understorey of Mānuka (Leptospermum scoparium). He tells me to aim for the wattle as 
it splits easily with an axe and is hot burning firewood and points out which ones are the 
best to fell with the chainsaw. Mahitahi (teamwork) and a harmonisation of energies 
meant I cut the felled logs and he stacked the cut pieces onto the trailer for hauling and 
unloading at his home. We also rummage about the forest floor looking for old, fallen 
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mānuka as the brush tips make great fire starters. We stop for a shared lunch, sitting 
among sawdust and logs.  
 
Without prompting he tells me stories of his lived experiences on the whenua, of past 
mahinga kai areas and the places where wai flowed and bubbled up in the landscape. In 
instances like these (and there were many), details that may have appeared incongruous 
at the time later made sense when considered against extracts of kōrero offered by other 
kaikōrero encountered on the research journey. When placed into the context of the 
overall kaupapa of this thesis, I was ‘drawn out to a wider picture’ (Durie, 1998, p. 78; see 
sections 1.3, 1.4). 
  
Another series of unique instances of whakawhanaungatanga/‘deep hanging out’ 
occurred whenever huimate took place at Tautoro marae, where the need for kai keri-
poka (gravediggers) arose (which sadly was quite often). Congregating at Reihana 
Taukawau urupā at five o’clock in the morning, a small group of five or six men supervised 
by karanga matua Tūpari and cousin Tokikapu Te Whata took turns digging down 
through the clumpy clay and sandstone soil for whanaunga both close and distant whose 
final wish was to be buried in Tautoro. We would dig downwards in a 2200-millimetre 
by 760-millimetre area for five hours under the watchful eyes of Tūpari and other 
Tautoro kaumātua, who were now unable to hold up to the rigors of digging to a 2000-
millimetre burial depth. As you concede your position in the hole and climb out for a 
breather, the chance arises for the younger members of the groups to watch, listen and 
learn from the kaumātua who either give digging tips or explain the whakapapa of the 
rua (grave) nearby. Researcher Dennis Ngāwhare (Taranaki Tūturu) explains that 
‘…digging a grave can teach valuable lessons about working together and following good 
methods’ (2018). As you share in the experience of digging down through the layers of 
papa (strata) to reach the desired depth, at the same time so too are the strata of vertical 
and lateral connections within whakapapa and whanaungatanga kinship relations (Tane, 
2018, p. 60) being explored and discussed with those around you.  
 
While exterior environs provided many opportunities for ‘deep hanging out’ experiences, 
the homes and kitchens of whanaunga also facilitated many hours of intergenerational 
knowledge sharing. When I first visited my Karanga Whāea Winnie Leach at her home in 
spring 2017, we sat before her kitchen table covered with red and green patterned cloth, 
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with old, laminated maps of the local land blocks highlighting boundaries, waterways, 
springs and other sacred sites strewn across its top. She offers me several cups of tea and 
we share scones and biscuits. For a few hours (sometimes more), she talks, laughs and 
sings while I listen. A passage from John Berendt’s Midnight in the Garden of Good and Evil 
rings true in this scenario – ‘rule number one: always stick around for one more…[cup of 
tea]. That's when things happen. That's when you find out everything you want to know’ 
(1994, p. 48).  
 
Beyond her kitchen table, beyond the maps and just beyond her kitchen window, like a 
tall monolith of green and red scoria stretching upward is Maunga Tauanui. Indeed, it was 
the long kōrero with Karanga Whāea Winnie that provided me with deep insights into the 
cosmologies and epistemologies of the Tautoro ‘hydrosocial cycle’ (Linton & Budds, 
2013) discussed in chapter five.  
 
2.2.6 Te Wāhi Tika - The Right Space for Reciprocal Dialogue 
 
The involvement in the diurnal rhythms of community over time ‘by watching, doing, 
sharing and participating’ is a vital phase of ‘ethical indigenous research’ because close, 
reciprocal relationships are built (Wilson, 2008, p. 40). Referring to a not too distant past, 
Rangihau reminds us of the traditional patterns of experiential kinship leading to 
knowledge sharing: 
‘[t]he essence of community apprenticeship was young people learning by 
participating, by becoming carriers of wood, by chopping the wood and by setting 
up the hāngi [traditional earth oven]. As you grew older you moved on to being in 
charge of the butchers, the hāngi men and the people who gathered food. You went 
through all these processes. Then you were allowed to go and listen to elders 
speaking on the marae and in the meeting houses. So you progressed by observing 
and becoming involved in all the activities of the marae. That traditionally was the 
way a young man fitted into place…[k]inship binds us together in this situation’ 
(1975, p. 165-166).  
 
Hawaiian academic Peter Hanohano (Kanaka Maoli) believes the types of relationships 
formed in these circumstances are ‘more than human relationships’ alone, as references 
to histories of maunga, wai and tūpuna, spiritually and cultural bind those involved to 





Figure 9: My grandfather Taataau Te Whata, Jessie the dog and a two-year-old me in 1988. I am “helping” with 
mahi māra (gardening). As my mother often reminds me - my community apprenticeship, of a close, tikanga-
based relationship with whānau and whenua began at an early age. Image Source – personal collection.  
Hawaiian scholar Manulani Meyer (Kanaka Maoli), states that for indigenous peoples, 
‘one does not simply learn about land, we learn best from land’ (2008, p. 219). In 
agreement, anthropologist Joan Metge recognised that ‘much learning takes place in 
settings where the relevant materials, instructors and opportunities for application [are] 
in place’ (2015, p. 254). Hanohano describes this as a ‘pedagogy of place’ where the 
relational ‘distance’ between kaikōrero, kaiwhakaoko (listener), whakapapa kōrero and 
kaupapa are minimised by the immediacy of place and ‘bridged by ceremony’ (in Wilson, 
2008, p. 87). In my context, mahi was ceremony. 
 
Educationist Máire O’Neill explains that ‘somaesthetic and haptic perceptions are gained 
through corporeal activity and physical work’ (2001, p. 4). Embodying a similar belief 
that for whakapapa kōrero (i.e., knowledge) to be known, academic Carl Mika 
(Tuhourangi, Ngāti Whanaunga) considers that ‘…it must be the produce of a conscious 
human activity’ (2011, p. 103). Coincidingly, scholar Mason Durie (Rangitāne, Ngāti 
Kauwhata, Ngāti Raukawa) citing iwi leader and lawyer Willie Te Aho (Rongowhakaata) 
believes that it is not sufficient for researchers and others to merely talk about 
whakapapa, tikanga and other customary practices but rather to ‘walk the talk, to live it 
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so that it becomes a reality and thus can be applied in a consistent manner’ (Durie, 1998, 
p. 79).  
 
Whether it was in the mahinga kai, in the ngāhere, in the urupā or in the kitchen, the mahi 
- the sharing, exchanging, redistributing, and donating of information, goods, expertise, 
time and energy - alongside whanaunga - nurtured camaraderie and trust; it showed 
commitment in real ahi kā terms to community tikanga and kaupapa; and heightened my 
own māramatanga and aroha for tangata and whenua and nourished my determination 
to fulfil research with tangible returns for community. Similarly, my mahi showed I could 
be of real help to the community in terms of their goals.  
 
What was also always the same, irrespective of time and place was the relational 
paradigm of ‘…gift-exchange and reciprocity…’ built upon an ‘…economy of affection…’ 
(Henry & Pene, 2001, pp. 235, 236). The exchange of kōrero or the ‘knowledge held in the 
relationships and connections formed with the environment’ (Wilson, 2008, p. 87) and 
the immediate reciprocation of physical mahi and time perpetuated the mauri ‘energy 
cycle’ (Tapsell & Dewes, 2018, p. 67). Mauri being the ‘…underpinning energy that 
manifests as tangible and /or intangible representations of form’ (2018, p. 77). The 
cyclical nature of this energy transference is observable here. The tangible form of mauri 
is the action of mahi - physical energy exerted in the cutting of wood. This in turn benefits 
the kaikōrero in a tangible way – wood to burn, creating heat energy, transferring warmth 
throughout the house and providing continued in-home hauora (wellbeing). The giving 
of whakapapa kōrero was in and of itself a movement of mauri - the intergenerational 
transfer of knowledge to aid and sustain me in the research kaupapa.  
 
The fundamentals of kōrero as a methodological approach to research is an integral 
component of kin-papakāinga research and is explored in the following section.  
 
2.2.7 Kōrero  
 
Much of the information concerning Tautoro and its people has not been recorded in 
written form but has been passed down as oral traditions by those entrusted with 
information for the next generation. The oral transmission of knowledge is often relayed 
in Te Reo Māori. Its translation and interpretation into English for the purposes of this 
thesis; and the recording of whakapapa knowledge features prominently in this research. 
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Having embedded myself within Tautoro landscape and the kin-community system and 
having built real whakawhanaungatanga connections that were fundamental to shaping 
the research experience and relationship, the social exchanges through which 
information transferred occurred by way of ‘…loose chats rather than [the] standard 
question and response format’ (Rewi, 2010, p. 3). Sociologist and anthropologist 
Charlotte Davies attests to the flow of this format as one where:   
‘…[t]he participants may introduce new topics and supplementary…[who]…are 
encouraged to expand on a response, or digress, or even go off the particular topic 
and introduce their own concerns. Most important, their responses are open-
ended, in their own words and not restricted to the preconceived notions of the 
ethnographer’ (2008, p. 106; see also Wilson, 2008, pp. 40-41).  
These ‘…culturally framed interviews’ (Kawharu, 2018, p. 4) were carried out kanohi-ki-
te-kanohi and followed closely to a naturally-occurring conversation with kaikōrero 
(speakers/participants) who were resident and non-resident community members of 
various ages and of mixed male/female respondents. Kawharu describes kōrero as a 
distinct, indigenous research strategy: 
‘…which incorporate[s] both formal and informal dialogue grounded in cultural 
etiquette. [It] is less technically formal and is instead concerned with establishing 
or re-establishing connections and relationships in the first instance as a basis to 
jointly cooperate with one another’ (ibid., p. 4). 
 
With this thesis I have endeavoured to construct research that not simply includes, but 
rather headlines the perspectives or kōrero of kuia, kaumātua and hau kāinga from the 
outset as an ‘…active and scholarly recognition of who our philosophers and prophets 
are’ (Wilson, 2008, p. 60) Furthermore, for the same reasons as those described by Rewi:  
‘I view oral information as an integral part of this research…[c]onducting 
interviews, for me, was also a way of reinstating the validity of oral transmission 
and recognising the power of its mnemonic capacity, especially in the face of 
sceptics who are reliant on the written word and do not or cannot accept the 
dynamism of orality’ (2010, p. 3). 
 
Lindsay Cox agrees, pointing to the functions and centrality of oral traditions within 
Māori culture noting that it is: 
‘… important to remember that oral tradition has not ceased just because a more 
acceptable alternative is available. Māori continue to store, maintain and transmit 
historical details orally. For Māori, this information is vital to the social, economic 
and political well-being of groups, and is consequently a dynamic resource. The 
same events in which many ancestral figures have played a part are retold through 
waiata (songs), whakatauki (proverbial expressions), whakapapa (genealogical 
tables) and whaikōrero (formal speeches)’ (1993, p. 13). 
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The validity of oral transmission which Rewi speaks of and the challenges of orality to 
dominant discourses of the past have recently been expressed by the likes of Smith who 
states that oral traditions ‘remain the most important way of developing trust, sharing 
information, strategies, advice, contacts, and ideas’ (Smith, 1999, pp. 14-15). So too do 
authors Robert Perks and Alistair Thomson (2015) and academic Steven Sloan (2014) 
who tout its interdisciplinary value in knowledge sharing. As Sloan observes, the oral 
narration of human experiences - especially those in challenging circumstances 
‘…render[s] quite clearly societal, political, cultural and economic realities that may not 
be as obvious during periods of comparative tranquillity’ (2014, p. 265).  
 
Additionally, the corpus of research work of journalist and academic Deb Anderson, 
whose extensive collection of rural, lived reality narratives (2008; 2009; 2014; 2016a; 
2016b; 2017a; 2017b) in the drought prone Malley District of Victoria, also showcases 
this value. According to Anderson, western academic circles have only recently come to 
realise the importance and ‘self-preservative power’ of oral narratives and the local, lived 
experiences of communities in tackling ecological, social-environmental issues and ‘rural 
cultural threats’ because they ‘…allow space for the richness of detail [and a]…distinctive 




Equally important in the flow of kōrero between kaikōrero and researcher is the 
receptive action of rongo (to hear) or whakarongo (listening). Smith explains that 
traditionally whakarongo meant ‘…to know or get to know, not only by hearing but also 
by touching, feeling, seeing, intuition, or any other means. The term used specifically for 
hearing is whakarongo-a-taringa, knowing by the ear’ (2000, p. 55). This cultural 
perspective is also promoted by social work practitioner Pāora Moyle who advocates the 
importance of titiro, whakarongo: kōrero (look and listen first: speak later) in research 
design and performance. Moyle outlines this principle as a key aspect of a mātauranga 
Māori philosophy involving:  
‘…the art of patience, humility and keen observation. The researcher is a learner 
in a privileged situation; looking until one sees and listening until one hears, so 
that nothing is missed. […] This principle is about the researcher being open to all 
that is being offered until it becomes his/her turn to respond. In a sense this 




Debassige agrees, describing this method of observing and listening as listening ‘the right 
way’ (2012, p. 68; see also p. 69). In conversational interactions, education consultant 
Joseph Driessen suggests that being a better listener in any situation means to be a 
reflective listener which means to become ‘a platform where you allow the person to 
speak […] is a much more skilful and patient way of listening’ (2020). To use kōrero in 
research successfully in a kin community, you must learn the art of patient perception 
and allow the free flow of kōrero to envelope you. Exercising restraint in ‘impulsive 
interpretation’ (Arnold, 2014, p. 356) and excessive questioning and allowing ‘expansive 
responses’ (Davies, 2008, p. 106) from kaikōrero facilitates the adage of ‘less is more’ 
(Arnold, 2014, p. 356). Tohunga and kaumātua Hohepa Kereopa (Ngāi Tūhoe) rightly 
attests to this stating that:  
‘[o]ne of the things you see is that the people who get their knowledge by asking 
do not receive everything. They only receive the extent of their asking, so each 
person really only gets what they are capable of getting. However, those who do 
not ask get given much more…’ (cited in Moon, 2003, p. 169). 
 
This titiro, whakarongo: kōrero method recognises the wisdom of kuia, kaumātua and 
hau kāinga members as ‘…storehouses of knowledge and as leaders of their whānau, 
offering direction, advice and support’ (Tinirau, 2017, p. 100). Moreover, it opens another 
spatial dialogue, one that is culturally, temporally and relationship based and encourages 
kaikōrero to become active participants in information sharing and knowledge creation. 
Having listened ‘the right way’ Wilson gives directives, saying that it is ‘…up to the listener 
[of the story] to piece together a lesson from the story and to apply the pieces where they 
fit to help in the current problem’ (2008, p. 28). 
 
2.3 Tools of the Trade for a Papakāinga Based Researcher  
 
Not excluding the two hands for mahi and the two ears for whakarongo there were other 
interpretive tools that aided in this research and produce information. To enable a 
detailed account of the interaction between kaikōrero and kaiwhakaoko a sound recorder 
application on my mobile phone was used for the kōrero sessions with recordings 
transcribed into a word processing software (Microsoft or Google Docs) later. Permission 
was sought before kōrero and recording commenced. Some kaikōrero where initially 
effusive but became reticent once the phone came out. The recording device held within 
the phone seemed to arouse a sense of apprehension and enforce the notion that their 
kōrero is going to be held in perpetuity. In all cases where this seemed to occur, usually 
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after further kōrero about the research kaupapa and the assurance that conversing in 
both English and Te Reo Māori was appropriate, tensions eased. On the other hand, some 
kaikōrero wished not to be recorded and specified so.  
 
Many interactions with whānau and hapū members occurred at random (i.e., a chance 
meeting at Te Mātā puna) or marae community events. In the absence of a sound 
recording device, detailed (as possible in the circumstances) fieldwork notes were 
written as the kaikōrero spoke. Permission was sought beforehand to log their kōrero 
and the date the interaction took place. On some occasions, I had to politely pause the 
kaikōrero, often with the exclamation – aroha mai (my apologies, forgive me), taihoa koa 
(wait, hang on please) – to allow a fuller transcription. Alongside these transcriptions and 
throughout the research process, I kept field notes (Bernard, 2011, p. 312) to record 
thoughts, opinions, questions and details to follow up. These writings helped when it 
came to the write-up stages of the thesis and were an important source of inspiration. In 
the absence of either a sound recording device or notepad and personal memory would 
not suffice, I would make sure to obtain contact details from the kaikōrero to arrange a 
later meeting and initiate further kōrero that could be chronicled in a more substantial 
way (i.e., transcription).  
 
Not all my research tools were text or audio based. A significant portion of Tautoro 
landscape knowledge is stored in ‘lived experience and memory’ (Anderson, 2016a, p. 
26). To call to mind this information, methodological assistance in kōrero collection was 
utilised. Historical photographs and maps of the Tautoro rohe were a tool aiding the form 
and the content of thesis. Maps provided useful, visual stimulus (see section 2.2.5) in 
conjunction with images of streams, puna, mahinga kai, wāhi tapu and pā sites. This 
allowed me to visually identify the places in discussion and promote the release of 
landscape narratives, open more areas of discussion and fill any information gaps. The 
maps provided orientation and the images alongside the stories provided meaning and 
nuanced understanding. Audio-visual recordings of whakapapa kōrero recorded in the 
past, (e.g., Kōwhao Rau (Hita, 2011, 2012,)), were also valuable reference sources for 
accessing historical and culturally significant information on Tautoro. Finally, as an aid to 
understanding I have included as many maps and photographs in this thesis to enable the 




2.4 Public and Private Archival Research 
 
While a thorough (as possible) research examination of archival material on Tautoro has 
been conducted elsewhere for the investigative purposes of breaches of Te Tiriti o 
Waitangi by British and New Zealand Crowns (see Clayworth, 2016; see also Hamer & 
Meredith, 2016), I offer up the tangata whenua perspective to describe the Tautoro 
narrative.  
 
Besides written, secondary academic sources, the research for this thesis also examined 
and utilised many primary sources of information including official government records 
held at Te Rua Mahara o te Kāwanatanga - Archives New Zealand; the records of the Māori 
Land Court the Native Land Court minute books and the related Papatupu Block 
Committee minute books (at least those held in the Te Tai Tokerau office in Whāngarei). 
In order to give a wider view of past events and community perspectives, I also examined 
letters and petitions of customary landowners to government and contemporary 
newspaper accounts of events. 
 
Another important data source was Te Whata whānau documents, specifically those of 
kaumātua and Reverend Haakopa Te Whata. Haakopa, who throughout the course of his 
life and professional career as a Ngāpuhi Treaty Claims research consultant (WAI 548, 
Hokianga Claims Alliance), Department of Māori Affairs member of staff, lawyer for 
Palmer & Macaulay and a priest for the Anglican church as well as an active member of 
the Tautoro community, engaged in innumerable kōrero sessions with marae-community 
elders within Tautoro and the wider Northland community. I have a large pile of 
documents, binders, folders, journals, official records, mid-twentieth century marae and 
hui records, printouts and personal notes my late uncle left behind after his passing in 
2013. I discovered them in an old barn on my uncle’s Tautoro property in 2018 after a tip 
off from an Aunt as to their likely location. Some of this information is clear and detailed 
while some is indistinguishable – perhaps on account of his handwriting but certainly not 
helped by the presence of dust, grime and dirt left behind by the rats, mice and possums 
that had gnawed their way into the cardboard boxes used to store them. Despite their 
state, they contained a wealth of information, an amount which seemed endless. It was as 
though he was the librarian of all things Tautoro.  
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My initial thoughts were of amazement, followed quickly by the overwhelming feeling of 
how am I ever going to make it through all these old, brittle documents? Secondary 
thoughts then moved to what approach I should take to these whakapapa kōrero. Could 
they be used for my thesis kaupapa? If so, how could I ‘(re)interpret [them] in ways that 
may translate into new possibilities within the current context’ (Peralta & Murphy, 2016, 
p. 1718; see also Te Rito, 2007, p. 17 where he praises the transformative potential of 
whānau written records in their ability to fill missing links in information on the 
chronology of the community)?  
 
The discovery of his collection of work, presented an opportunity to continue and honour 
the research he had started in his time and create some meaningful research outputs that 
may help bring about transformative change for the Tautoro community. Putting my 
uncle in the context of his community and professional work, I have a strong feeling that 
this was the initial intention of his community narrative research – i.e., to set the record 
straight on the series of critical issues in the historical discourse of Tautoro.  
 
2.5 The Realities and Challenges of Researching and Writing from Within Kin-Community 
 
From the outset of the PhD student journey, I did not take the role of student on alone. To 
the contrary, the journey from within kin-community could not be done by mere desk 
research, but rather it required a multi-skilled, multi-functional role within whānau and 
wider community life as I have discussed throughout this chapter. I was called upon to 
participate and work at various forms of hui, or huimate whether this be as a ringa wera 
(kitchen hand), kaimahi, kaikōrero (speaker), kai keri-poka (grave digger) or all of them 
combined. Throughout the duration of the thesis, whanaunga would call by my house to 
let me know of a hui related to various community representative entities such as marae 
committees, Ngāpuhi takiwā (regional issue discussion forum) meetings, in the hope that 
I may be available to help the hau kāinga manage local hosting duties or other 
kaitiakitanga functions such as engagement with local council bodies over whenua and 
wai. The core component running through all hui kaupapa were discussions on the 
essential tenet of protecting the mauri of tangata, whenua and wai (see earlier 
conversation on mauri in this chapter; see also chapter 5 for further kōrero on mauri).  
 
The protection of mauri can take several forms. In one way, the writing of this thesis can 
be seen as a means of protecting the mauri of tangata, whenua and wai of Tautoro. 
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Another is through the tautoko (support) of other whanaunga in situational need. An 
example of dire situational need occurred in the spring and summer of 2019 through to 
the autumn of 2020. Many parts of Aotearoa New Zealand experienced a prolonged, 
severe drought. Northland, specifically the townships of Kaitaia and Kaikohe and their 
surrounding communities (like Tautoro) were the worst affected, with some localities 
suffering the worst drought conditions since records began (Celestial, 2020; see also 
Tipene-Allen, 2020). 
 
Figure 10: This image characterises aspects of my doctoral journey. The pathway to completion had several 
personal struggles and external environmental influencing factors represented by the undulations and 
chasms. These include illness (Leptospirosis), the deaths of several whānau members and whanaunga who 
contributed to this thesis; several major power outages in region (see NZ Herald, (2016); see also Anderson & 
Piper (2019); a lack of reliable internet connectivity in my rural area (see Scoop (2020); see also Rural News 
Group (2020) who highlight a recent Federated Farmers’ connectivity survey about how common slow 
internet is for rural families and businesses, finding that 68% of the survey’s respondents have download 
speeds of 20Mbps or less, and nearly 24% are enduring download speeds of just 0-5Mbps); the Northland 
2019/2020 drought; the tragic death of our family dog Moose who was our best friend; and a ‘once in a 500-
year rainfall event’ that saw water everywhere, flooding the Northland region, an area which 3 months prior 
had no water see Clent (2020). More recently is the impending birth of our first child in early 2021.Image 
Source - Heneriata Te Whata (The Approved Vandal, 2020). 
 
The Tautoro marae community were considerably strained. No rain meant landscapes 
were scorched all shades of brown. It meant there was little water left in local puna, 
streams and rivers. It meant no feed for hungry livestock (see Piper, 2020). It meant those 
kāinga without home water storage tanks were solely reliant on Te Mātā puna (explored 
in greater detail in chapters 4 and 5). Kaumātua, kuia and others, both local and from afar 
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brought their plastic bottles and containers to the puna to fill for nourishment. The 
reduced flow at the spring meant a lower water supply for thirsty people. This scarcity 
made for difficult decisions as the Tautoro community sweltered day after day. “The 
weather isn’t the same as before”, “the sun…it burns the earth, the grass and the garden 
crops” were some of statements bandied about the community. Several kaumātua and 
kuia uttered the words “the drought will eventually break” as the waterless months 
ticked over. Such kōrero was repeated out loud to each other like a mōteatea (chant) and 
as an internal monologue like a karakia (incantation) as if invoking spiritual strength and 
hope for physical nourishment (i.e., precipitation) from Ranginui and Tāwhiri-mātea.  
 
With my 4x4 ute and two 1000 litre plastic IBC (Intermediate Bulk Container) strapped 
to my tandem trailer I would make several trips a day to pump water from the puna and 
deliver to community members who were unable to carry out the vital task of water 
collection on their own (including deliveries to my own home). The giving of time and 
energy to these types of kaupapa was the right thing to do given the circumstances and 
was done in recognition of whānaungatanga, manaakitanga and kaumātuatanga (old 
age).  
 
It may be perceived that these approaches to research were unconventional modes for 
academic work. Fulfilling community ahi kā and kaitiaki responsibilities, could from an 
observational researcher perspective, be regarded as irrelevant to the formal research 
process. Indeed, one may ask how any of this relates to academic research excellence at 
all. I have already mentioned the whānaungatanga connections generated by a closeness 
to the research field, the openness and permissiveness between researcher and kin 
members. However, the reliance on the close relationships with whanaunga and 
kaikōrero can, from an academic excellence point of view, be perceived as an issue in 
terms of the authenticity of the information garnered. The risks include a ‘potential for 
bias’s’ and ‘a lack of objectivity’ (Smith, 2006, p. 7); of being too close in proximity to the 
research project (Kanuha, 2000, p. 444), leading to researcher role confusion (Asselin 
2003); and of having personal and emotional connections leading to inefficiencies in 
research (Kerstetter, 2012, p. 111). 
 
Despite these valid points Maori Marsden qualifies the insider perspective in Te Ao Māori: 
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‘[t]he route to Māoritanga through abstract interpretation is a dead end. The way 
can lie through a passionate, subjective approach. That is more likely to lead to a 
goal. As a person brought up within the culture, who has absorbed the values and 
attitudes of Māori, my approach to Māori things is largely subjective. The charge 
of lacking objectivity does not concern me; the so-called objectivity some insist on 
is simply a form of arid abstraction, model or a map. It is not the same as the taste 
of reality’ (2003, p. 2).  
 
In support of this, Solomon Islands scholar David Gegeo recognises people associated to 
a kin community with attachment to a specific place will have ‘…certain kin obligations 
and responsibilities that cannot go unfulfilled…’ (2001, pp. 494-495). Mataira proclaims 
that in community circumstances ‘…credibility and trust are defined less by academic 
distinction than by one’s willingness to share in the moment – meaning: participating in 
daily activities and being consistently present’ (2019, p. 10). Former United Nations 
Secretary General Ban Ki-Moon (2012) reminds us of the need to “…ensure the wellbeing 
of older individuals and to enlist their meaningful participation…so that everyone can 
benefit from their information and ability.” Former Te Rūnanga o Te Rarawa Chief 
Executive Kevin Robertson emphasises that hau kāinga communities are now aging and 
their member populations are steadily decreasing and thus are struggling to cope with 
the cultural, social and economic responsibilities of kaitiakitanga and ahi kā and the 
physical burden of maintaining papakāinga (2014, p. 98). 
 
As a complete papakāinga based researcher, I can attest to the pressures of managing 
multiple and at times, competing doctoral and community accountabilities and 
responsibilities as well as maintaining whanaunga relationships at a community level. It 
consumes generous amounts of time and energy, compounded by my location. Typical 
researchers, most often separated from their fields of research by distance and urban 
lifestyles, provide buffers to the day-to-day realties of rural, kin-community life. In my 
case the ‘taste of reality’ is experienced through the building of multiple, respectful 
connections within and across whānau and hapū boundaries.  
 
Engagement in ahi kā practices were fundamental to the research process and eased the 
burdened shoulders of those few home people handling major issues and responsibilities 
on their own. These are the cultural and social obligatory ‘costs’ of research in rural, 
papakāinga communities. In real Tautoro tikanga and kaupapa hapū terms, these 
activities serve to continually maintain respectful relationships within the kin community 
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through the building of goodwill and trust in the researcher and the research kaupapa by 
‘…minimis[ing] the distance and separateness of researcher-participant relationships’ 
(Karnieli-Miller et al, 2009, p. 279). In terms of a socio-cultural benefit analysis, the 
benefits of this approach outweigh the ‘costs’ both in terms of immediate personal gains 
(i.e., a doctoral degree) and in terms of long-term gains (i.e., a repository of kōrero and a 
kaupapa for the community that contributes to the community setting out its priorities 




We know from chapter one that whakapapa is a layering of parallel levels of information 
material - described from the primordial to the recent. This chapter has concentrated on 
the challenges and opportunities of undertaking whakapapa-based research within my 
community. It has highlighted instances of papakāinga-centred research and examples of 
manaaki-based long-term relationships that were developed over time through Tautoro 
specific cultural protocols. This culminated in the co-production of kōrero that has 
informed key segments of the remaining chapters of this thesis. It is hoped other social 
science researchers and those wishing to engage with papakāinga communities may find 
the underlying principles valuable in locating themselves within community and building 
respectful research relationships.  
 
Chapter three entails a further whakapapa reading of Tautoro. An analysis of the 
whakapaparanga (i.e., the stratum of ancient foundations) of Tautoro will show the 
unique geological features of the area; the subsequent ‘human geography’ (Te Rito, 2007, 
p. 120) on the landscape and the cultural phenomena of kinship community experiences 














Chapter Three: Whenua me te Tangata: He Whakapapa Hihiri o 
Tautoro (Land and People: A Dynamic Genealogy of Tautoro) 
 
 
Constructing a view of the past from the lens of the present, this chapter traces the 
geological and environmental history of the Tautoro landscape and explores several 
whakapaparanga or social layers of the lives of tangata whenua here. When I say history, 
I do not mean a complete narrative that covers all aspects of geological, environmental 
and human society on the Tautoro landscape. Rather I concentrate on key elements of 
each.  
 
While whakapapa provides an ordering or sequencing of events and ideas, historian 
Rāwiri Te Maire Tau (Ngāi Tahu) warns that arranging history in linear order ‘… 
represents a naïve understanding of the past. Between one event and another, there are 
countless other events that can be broken down into sub-events or mini narratives…’ 
(2012, p. 25). While this is true, to render history coherent and intelligible, Keenan 
clarifies that the ‘search for the ‘truth of our histories’ as well as the most propitious 
means for these histories to be told…entaile[s] scholars utilising differing narrative 
styles, shaped by a range of customary or theoretical frameworks, in order to unravel 
essential Māori stories’ (Keenan, 2012, p. xix).  
 
Whakapapa (i.e., the access to key knowledge holders in the community network) and 
whakapapa kōrero provide the ‘right metaphors and models to guide an investigation’ 
(ibid., p. xix) into sequences of the past, allowing for a tighter focus on pivotal and 
transformative events in the community’s history. On this, Haami and Roberts illustrate 
that:  
‘[n]ames within a whakapapa…serve as repositories of information. Because 
names themselves may have a whakapapa in terms of possessing several layers of 
meaning, these various levels of knowledge were traditionally accessed only by 
those with the requisite qualifications. Names therefore act as “word fossils” or 
signposts of history into which specific knowledge had been placed or “talked 
into”, “bound” and fixed there by name’ (2002, p. 405).  
 
Whakapapa then is the framework to understand how pieces of history spread over time 
fit together. The whakapapa framework enables a legitimate version of Tautoro 
narratives and allows for perspectives that ‘…discern a landscape utterly different from 
that seen through a ‘western lens’ (Tau, 2012, p. 21). These narratives also help the 
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Tautoro community to re-assert themselves once more on their landscape and within the 
modern public consciousness in the Northland region.  
 
My interpretive account of the Tautoro social history is based on key secondary sources 
and kōrero about the local area from the periods of early settlement through to the mid-
nineteenth century and the signing of Te Tiriti o Waitangi.  
 
The combined layers provide interpretive views on what the Tautoro ancestral landscape 
looked like i.e., it’s ‘intrinsic qualities’ (topography, potable water supply, microclimate, 
accessibility) and its ‘extrinsic properties’ (soil and natural resource diversity for 
subsistence survival) (Antrop & Van Eetvelde, 2017, p. 217). These layers of information 
also help to explain and highlight the attraction of this area for settlement (see also 
Mackintosh, 2019, p. 38 who emphasises the high value of warm volcanic soils for Māori 
communities and the planting of subtropical cultigens transplanted from the Eastern 
Polynesia; Furey, 2006, p. 27; Anderson 2015, p. 69).  
 
Finally, this chapter sets the foundations for later explorations in the next chapter on the 
‘…legal spatial determinants of land-holding and occupancy [by] settler sovereign 
jurisdictions…’ (Laidlaw & Lester, 2015, p. 7) and ‘…the destructive impact of local 
authorities and government legislation upon Māori rights to key food [and water] 
resources…’ (Wanhalla, 2015, p. 140).  
 
3.0 Why Look Back?  
 
To delve into this layered past is to reveal details of this landscape’s environmental story 
and its important role in tangata whenua community building. Historian Anna Green 
states that ‘the physical environment provides the framework upon which the sense of 
community is constructed and remembered’ (2000, p. 26). Antrop and Van Eetvelde liken 
this storied layering of the past to that of a palimpsest or multi-layered record which 
‘…refers to successive time layers in the development of the landscape, where older ones 
are only vaguely and partially visible compared to the present ones’ (2017, p. 97). The 
authors propose that if we are to understand and untangle this history a ‘…systematic 
reading of…different layers in succession’ must occur (ibid., p. 98; i.e., a whakapapa 
reading of the landscape).  
88 
 
In the case of Tautoro, the clarity of what is at stake here today can be gained by an 
inspection of three key whakapaparanga. According to Antrop and Van Eetvelde these 
include the following:  
➢ ‘the natural, physical system that forms the substrate of the land 
➢ the cultural system with places and territories and land use 
➢ the history that remains in successive, incomplete layers’ (ibid., p. 98).  
 
To investigate why a careful consideration of this past is important today, in their preface 
to the Palgrave Studies in World Environmental History, Damodaran, D’Souza, 
Sivasundaram and Beattie recognise that: 
‘[a]n understanding of the history of human interactions with all parts of the 
cultivated and non-cultivated surface of the earth and with living organisms and 
other physical phenomena is increasingly seen as an essential aspect both of 
historical scholarship and in adjacent fields, such as the history of science, 
anthropology, geography and sociology. Environmental history can be of 
considerable assistance in efforts to comprehend the traumatic environmental 
difficulties facing us today, while making us reconsider the bounds of possibility 
open to humans over time and space in their interaction with different 
environments’ (2014 - 2019). 
 
Such sentiment is bolstered by the likes of Antrop who says traditional cultural 
landscapes are disappearing at alarming rates across the globe pushed by globalisation, 
land and capital availability and environmental disasters causing losses in localised 
diversity, coherence and identity (2004, p. 1).19  
 
From a tangata whenua perspective, whenua is ‘…a continuing source and manifestation 
of tribal and hapū mana histories, demonstrating a longstanding Māori physical and 
spiritual allegiance to the ancient landscape. Tribal and hapū use of such past knowledge 
is re-iterated as central to mana whakapapa linkages of tribes to land’ (Keenan, 1994, p. 
xxiv). Anthropologist Wade Davis also ascribes importance the direct physical and 
spiritual relationships indigenous communities have to their traditional landscape 
specifying that ‘…no description of a people can be complete without reference to the 
character of their homeland, the ecological and geographical matrix in which they have 
 
19 See also Klein (2014), who attributes the escalating demands of humanity on ecosystems and natural 
resources and the undermining of global policies on climate commitments and environmental concerns by 
capitalistic tendencies as key causes for the current climate crisis; see also Muecke and Dibley (2016, pp. 
143, 150); and Mueke (2017, p. 182) who comment on the commercial pressures and impacts of the 
industrialisation on rural indigenous cultural landscapes and the indigenous earthbound economies; see 
also Anderson (2008; 2009; 2014; 2016a; 2016b; 2017a; 2017b) which collectively stress the loss and 
cultural impacts of extreme weather events and climate change in rural communities. 
89 
 
determined to live out their destiny. Just as landscape defines character, culture springs 
from a spirit of place’ (2010, chapter 1, loc. 393).  
 
A relational view of whenua and tangata - with its focus on movement, events, and 
placemaking relationships of kinship groups – will show how mana whenua was 
established by several hapū over time. To lay these stories one atop of the other (i.e., 
whakapapa), will lead to a deepening of our collective view of Tautoro today. Certainly, 
as Keenan points out ‘authentic origin stories…lend credence to generations of…tribal 
folkways and customs which govern the proceedings of all its members, knitting them 
into a complex pattern of knowledge and activities and tying them to kinship identities 
and obligations, grounded in specific landscapes’ (2012, p. xix). Key insights will be 
outlined into the shaping of hapū values and beliefs systems; traditional land use and 
occupancy; and the associated local geo-physical, socio-physical and ‘socio-cultural 
transformation of landscape and community (see Te Rito, 2007, p. 3) prior to the time 
period of mass European agricultural colonisation (Hippert, 2018, p. 1) in the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth century. Indeed, as Durie argues, a ‘comprehension of 
issues like tribal structures, iwi and hapū configurations across a given landscape, and 
knowledge of tribal histories, greatly assists in understanding…’ local social, economic, 
political and ecological issues (2012, p. 4). Correspondingly, Antrop insists that the 
‘inventorying and assessing of landscapes…is needed to define future management and 
development’ (2004, p. 1). 
 
Furthermore, the contemporary significance of this whakapapa reading goes a long way 
in re-erecting the metaphorical pou whenua mentioned in sections 1.5.4 of chapter one 
and 2.2.2 of chapter two, an approach that seeks to produce real, tangible outcomes in 
enhancing hapū mana and mana tangata today for hau kāinga and for those in the world 
outside not attuned to this frame of knowledge.  
 
This examination of local history, from a hau kāinga – co-researcher perspective of 
tangata i roto i te whenua (people in the landscape) may explain the important 
transformation this collation of knowledge can bring. As kaumātua and lecturer Hirini 
Tau explains:  
“…tō tātau ahurea o Tautoro, e whakaata ana ki roto i o mātau tikanga, te taiao 
māori me te tāhuhu kōrero o te whanaungatanga i waenganui i a mātau, te whenua 
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me te wai. Ka whakarato ēnei mea he wāhanga nui a tō mātau hanga hei tangata 
whenua. Ko te whenua me te wai te pito a ō mātau tikanga whakataki mihi i kōnei.  
 
…our Tautoro culture is reflected in our tikanga in the natural environment and 
the history of relationships between us, the whenua and the wai. These 
phenomena provide important pieces of our make up as tangata whenua. Whenua 
and wai are central to our introductory protocols here” [as shown in section 1.5.1] 
(2019, personal communication, 6 April; see also Ruru, Stephenson & Abbot, 2011, 
p. 15 who acknowledge the multiple senses of belonging that landscape heritage 
creates).  
 
When asked what the potential in gathering and re-telling Tautoro whakapapa kōrero is, 
he replied: 
 
“nā te mōhio i ngā kōrero nui o te wā me ngā mahi o ngā tūpuna i kōnei, ka 
whakapakari tō mātau whakapiringa tētahi ki tētahi hei whānau i kōnei…ki tēnei 
whenua me tō mātau mana ki runga i te whenua i tēnei rā. Nā te mōhio mātau hei 
tangata whenua, ā, mā te mōhio ētahi atu, ahakoa he Pākehā, ko te Kāwanatanga 
rānei, ngā Hapū nō tētahi atu wāhi, ahakoa ko wai… ko tō mātau tāhuhu kōrero, o 
mātau whakaaro, o mātau waiata, o mātau tikanga. 
 
knowing these stories of important moments and activities of tūpuna here 
strengthens our attachment to each other as whānau here…to this land and our 
standing on it today. Understanding ourselves as tangata whenua, and for others 
to understand [this position], whether they be Pākehā or government, other hapū 
from elsewhere, no matter who…our history, our ideas, our waiata, our culture, 
that is important” (2019, personal communication, 6 April; see also Sadler, 2011 
where he urges whānau to research and publish their unique family histories and 
experiences and add to the knowledge basket of things; see also Sadler, 2014).  
 
British imperialism and colonialism expert Zoë Laidlaw and historical geographer Alan 
Lester agree with the value of revealing cultural frameworks, stating that it ‘…remains of 
tremendous contemporary importance [and that] conventional historical methodologies’ 
be ‘…interpenetrated by …local, insider sources and narratives’ (2015, p. 17). A key 
reason for this they argue is that it ‘…make[s] history speak to the present [and takes] 
historical study outside its own discourse and make[s] it amenable to progressive 
Indigenous politics’ (2015, p. 16).  
 
Indeed, as Hirini Tau advised at the beginning of chapter one “me hoki muri koe ki te 
timatanga o ngā mea katoa, rapua ngā aho whakapapa, kitea ngā āhuatanga whakauaua, 
ā, wetekia, hei arataki i a tātau āianei” (you need to go back to the beginning of all things, 
trace the threads of whakapapa, to find the complexities and unravel them to help guide 
us today). The insinuation here being that only segments of community historical data 
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sets as well as external community historical data sets of the Tautoro narrative have been 
told thus far. Before our kōrero had ended, Tau concluded with a statement that made a 
compelling reason for this research information to be brought to light: 
“ka āwhina mai tō rangahau ki te whakakii i ngā wāhi mātauranga kore mō ngā 
āhuatanga kua mahia ki roto i Tautoro – o mātau ā-wheako…nōnahea, pēhea, he 
aha rānei. Ka whakanoho atu mātau ki roto i tētahi kōrero whānui o ngā mea kua 
mahia kē ki roto i tēnei rohe, ā, i hangaia i o mātau āhuatanga me o mātau tirohanga 
i tēnei rā. E mōhio ana mātau i tō mātau tāhuhu kōrero, engari he maha hoki ngā 
tāngata o tēnei whenua e noho kuare ana, kāore e mōhio…nā te tāmitanga te take. 
Anei tētahi āheitanga mō te iwi whānui kia mārama ake te mōhiotanga i tō mātau 
hononga ki te wai me te whenua, me ngā pakeketanga kei mua i a mātau hei Kaitiaki 
mō ēnei taonga. 
your research will help fill the knowledge gap of the things that have happened 
here in Tautoro - our experiences…the when, the how and the why. These three 
kaupapa give us an understanding of the issues today. We know our histories but 
there are many uninformed people of this country that do not and that is because 
of colonisation. Here is a chance for the public to gain understanding of our 
relationship to wai, whenua and the struggles we face with guardianship of these 
taonga” (2019, personal communication, 6 April). 
In a similar vein, kuia Hohipere (Toti) Whiu suggests that a contextualisation of the 
current predicament of the community and the capturing of information that 
characterises the Tautoro experience in an organised format like a research thesis may 
“serve our rangatahi (young ones/youth) well in the future…so that they will be 
informed…ā, kia anga mua tātau ngā hapū o Tautoro” (so that we the kinship groups of 
Tautoro will be propelled forward) (2020, personal communication, 17 February).  
 
With these two guiding kōrero, I resurrect the metaphorical pou mana whenua and etch 
on their surface, western scientific insights, hapū philosophies and stories of our past as 
symbols and guides for action for the present and future.  
 
3.1 Tautoro: A Geological, Volcanic Whakapapa  
 
In line with Antrop and Van Eetvelde’s view of land as the substrate carrying human life 







Map 1: Geological make-up of the Kerikeri basalts of the Bay of Islands Volcanic Zone, showing the direction 
of eruption flows from several volcanic centres. Maunga Tauanui can be seen at the bottom of the image from 
which the third Tāheke flow issued in a north-western direction (Kear et al., 1961, p. 12) 
Tautoro shares many characteristics of its volcanic past with other parts of Northland, 
particularly in the Taiamai, Taumārere areas where volcanic lava flows, scoria and other 
volcanic materials form the landscape. In Tautoro, the area is epitomised by the steep and 
high flat-topped volcanic cone of Tauanui (351 meters) on the northern flanks of the 
Mangakahia Ranges, with Roto Kererū situated at its southern flank (see figure 1). 
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This high volcanic cone, located immediately near maunga Tautoro (463 meters), gives 
the area ‘…a certain pictorial grandeur’ (Keenan, 1994, p. 74) as it forms part of the 
Kaikohe-Bay of Islands Volcanic District and is the southernmost volcanic centre of the 
Kerikeri Volcanic group. Between 1959 and 1960 geologist Robert Findlay Hay conducted 
significant research in the Tautoro area, mapping the Mangakahia Subdivision in his 
fieldwork for the New Zealand Government’s Department of Scientific and Industrial 
Research. He wrote that ‘[t]he Kerikeri group includes basalt flows and scoria cones 
which represent intermittent volcanicity during Pliocene, Pleistocene and recent times’ 
(1960, p. 56). 
 
In this prehistoric time, many scoria cones were developed and basaltic lava flowed over 
a wide area (see map 1). Geologists David Kear and B.N. Thompson (1964) indicate that 
the Tauanui Basalt Member of the third Tāheke Basalt Flow (first coined by Hay in 1960) 
is one of the longest basalt lava flows in the region, where, from its source it moved and 
moulded its way through the Tautoro valley and ended near Horeke at the Hokianga 
Harbour. Site investigations of roto Kererū and Tauanui cone by palaeontologist Michael 
Elliot and volcanologist Vince Neall in 1996 reveal the volcanic origins of the two sites 
and the source of the third Tāheke Basalt Flow. Elliot and Neall explain that two 
eruptions, circa 5-5500 years before present, formed crater like depressions. This is 
indicated by the distinct kidney shape of the lake, with its convex and concave borders 
signalling two ‘adjacent explosion craters…separated by two headlands which project 
towards each other into the lake’ (1996, p. 38; see also May, 2000, p. 154 who concurs 
with Elliot and Neall, that this site and particularly the eastern part of the lake is possibly 




Figure 11: (aa, left) Roto Kererū and Tauanui cone. The kidney like shape of the lake suggests two adjacent 
eruption zones with Tauanui cone being the third eruptive episode occurring after the eruptions of roto 
Kererū. Image source - Elliot and Neall (1996, p. 37). Note - here the authors call Roto Kererū, through no fault 
of their own, the Pākehā ascribed name - Lake Tauanui. Figure 11 (bb, right) shows a cross-section of Tauanui 
Cone and Roto Kererū areas. (A) – Stage 1 after lava extrusion episode from the “lake” crater (dotted surface 
unit) and; (B) – Stage 2 after subsequent formation of Tauanui scoria cone. Maunga Tautoro and the 
Mangakahia Ranges are southeast of this area. Image source - Elliot and Neall (1996, p. 38). 
Elliot and Neall conclude that the eruptive events shown in figure 11 (bb, (A)), were the 
source of the basalt lava flow that underlies the Tauanui scoria cone and form the third 
Tāheke Basalt Flow (1996, p. 39). The third Tāheke Basalt Flow poured over the 
previously established strata of sedimentary rock in the surrounding area.20 Kear and 
Thompson describe that from the Tauanui cone/Roto Kererū volcanic eruption centre, 
lava oozed downward filling the gulley’s in its path, with ‘…subsequent coalescing 
flows…build[ing] a lava plateau of increasing flatness (1964, p. 90).21 We can see here 
that volcanic basalt rock and sedimentary rocks are the two main types of rock which 
make up the landscape of Tautoro. The basalt rock or lava, from the volcanic eruption 
shown in figure 11 (bb, (A)), cooled and solidified in different forms in the landscape and 
upon the base layer of sedimentary rock. In the case of the Tautoro landscape, in places 
the lava formed circumscribed boundaries of massive sheets of solid rock of various 
thickness, while in others it formed boulders and rocks of various sizes. According to Hay, 
the compositional inner structure of the basalt rock may be full of vesicles if lava from the 
 
20 Sedimentary rocks are formed over many years when sediment from eroded rocks, along with mud, sand 
and dead plant and animal material, are deposited underwater. Over time the sediment is compressed and 
hardens into sedimentary rock. 
21 It is this flow, upon which sections of the Tautoro community reside.  
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volcanic eruption centre was gaseous when cooled and if the cooling progression from a 
liquid to solid state occurred rapidly, fissures may occur in places (Hay, 1960, pp. 81-85). 
The significance of these fissures and their relationship to the existence of underground 
water located underneath the area known as Tōpaihua (shown later in this chapter at 
map 5), will be discussed in the next section of this chapter.  
 
3.1.1 Ngā Poroiwi me Ngā ana i Raro i te Whenua: Te Wāhi Pupuri Wai o Tautoro - Labyrinths 
and Caverns Underground: The Tautoro Aquifer and Catchment 
 
Aquifers are underground layers of porous rock within which water is stored or through 
which groundwater flows. These underground water storage facilities supply surface 
springs, lakes, rivers and streams. In 2017, hydrologist Jon Williamson conducted the 
principal hydrological study of the sub-catchment geology within which the Tautoro 
aquifer sits.22 Williamson describes the formation of the Tautoro aquifer occurring after 
the eruptive events from the nearby volcanic eruption centre of Tauanui cone/Roto 
Kererū explained by Elliot and Neall (1996). Here, basalt lava flows occurred in 
successive waves of volcanism, flowing gradually downwards covering paleochannels of 
sedimentary rock and creating sheets or ‘multiple layers of lava’ (2017, p. 11) in its north-
western trajectory to Tāheke and the Hokianga harbour. This burial of earlier 
sedimentary layers by successive layers of lava forms an intricate, stratified architecture 
of upper and lower surfaces of individual lava flows with ‘conduits and tubes…of different 
viscosity’ being created (ibid., p. 11). He displays this geological phenomenon in figure 12 
below.  
 
22In 2016 Jon Williamson’s company - Williamson Water Advisory (WWA), was commissioned by Honey 
Tree Farms Ltd to prepare a consent application and assessment of potential and actual effects report for 
the development of a 78-hectare property at 6258 Mangakahia Road Tautoro into an avocado orchard with 






Figure 12: Shows the nature of the flows from the volcanic eruption centre and their influence on creating 
groundwater flow compartments or spaces in the basalt lava within water can reside. Image source: 
(Williamson, 2017, p. 12). 
When rain falls on the landscape, the aquifer(s) below fill as water filters through soil 
substrates and fissures. The aquifer(s) are usually at their fullest after the winter and 
spring season rains. Williamson’s report shows that in the absence of bore data from a 
wider area in the community, an accurate piezometric (groundwater level) surface map 
showing groundwater flow direction in Tautoro is hard to create (2017, p. 16). However 
due to the groundwater gradient following its surface topography (as mentioned above) 
it is likely that significant portions of groundwater from the Tauanui cone/Roto Kererū 
volcanic eruption centre and surrounding Tautoro sub-catchment flow northwest, 
entering the surface water body of the Punakitere river.  
 
The nature of groundwater flow patterns in the sub-catchment is such that they move at 
different levels within the aquifer and at different rates. Due to their porosity, some water 
moves fast through the basalt and scoria (a form of light basalt rock) and through cracked 
and vesiculated conduits (i.e., lava caves, tubes and large fissures) (Hay, p. 85). Other 
water moves slowly, being held up by rocks and rock structures of low permeability. 
Some of these sedimentary rocks (i.e., certain types of clay) are impermeable to water, 
which means that water cannot easily pass through them and any available water will 
flow on top of them. Hay points out that in the zone where hot lava has encountered the 
underlying sedimentary rock, the basalt is usually full of holes and cracks and may 
contain scoria, due to rapid cooling (1960, p. 81-85). Furthermore, if the lava has flowed 
down an old or existing river valley, there may be gravels underlying the basalt, which 
will increase the accessibility of water. In other words, the basalt rock lies directly above 
a layer of impermeable sedimentary rock and the water escapes from a fissure in the top 
layer of basalt. He indicates that these zones of cracked and hole-filled rocks will yield a 
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good water supply. Some water takes a direct course towards Punakitere river while 




Map 2: Tautoro catchment map. The highlighted areas shown represent the different catchment boundaries 
found in the vicinity Honey Tree Farms Tahi orchard (marked red) Blue represents Punakitere river catchment; 
Green represents the Te Ōpou stream catchment which includes Roto Kererū (and is its possible originating 
source); Pink represents the Mangaone stream catchment while the light brown represents Te Mātā puna 
catchment. Te Mātā puna is marked by the white star. Chapter 5 will highlight the customary perspectives on the 
interconnectedness of all these waterways, emanating from their source – Roto Kererū. Image source: 
Williamson (2017, Figure 2 appendices). 
A colonial report written by Inspector General of Native Schools William Watson Bird on 
behalf of the Education Department had this to say about water profusion on his visit to 
Tautoro in June 1904: 
‘[a]fter passing the bridge crossing the Punakitere river, one comes to a scoria flat 
consisting of what seems to be most excellent soil covered with Tī Tree scrub. 
Passing by the road, one comes to the principal settlement and cultivated ground 
which lies at the foot of a truly remarkable volcanic hill at the back of which is a 
celebrated lake called Kererū, which is an exceedingly tapu place. The water 
apparently gives rise to many springs which spill out of the lower grounds after 
flowing for some distance and disappearing below ground’ (C 150 756, 44/4).  
 
Hay also acknowledges the prevalence of groundwater and the profusion of spring water 
sites in the Punakitere subdivision with three important sites of note. In his opinion, the 
main spring is Te Mātā and is a prime example of water escaping from below a basalt 
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sheet overlying an impermeable layer of Ngatuturi claystone sedimentary rock (1960, pp. 
70-71). At the time of his study of the area he noted that the spring ‘…has a big discharge 
maintained even in summer. Its calculated volume, from measurements made on 17 
August 1950, was 27,000 gallons an hour (102,000 litres per hour, 28.4 per second)’ (Hay, 
1960, pp. 70-71). 
 
With this section of the chapter, I have outlined a geological perspective of the Tautoro 
landscape. What emerges is a series of past volcanic eruptions which have added layers 
of sediment to create its topography as well as ‘…volcanic, alluvial and colluvial deposits’, 
the ‘parent materials [of] high fertility soils’ (Striewski, 1999, p. 108). This landscape has 
changed over time due to natural occurrences such as weather, erosion, flooding, 
waterway formation and flora growth. From an anthropological perspective, the more 
recent human interaction with the whenua such as cultivation, farming and settlement 
have also played their part in shaping the landscape. Giving attention to these life-cycle 
layers can go some way to understanding the nature of interactions between tangata 
whenua, their settlement of whenua and the wider Tautoro environment over time. This 
human interaction with the natural environment will now be considered in relation to 
the volcanic eruption centre – te pito o te hāpori (the centre or heart of the community) - 
Roto Kererū, Te Mātā and Tōpaihua (see figures 1, 2 and 3 for reference).  
 
3.2 The Mōtatau 5 Block and its Human Geography: Survey, Palynological, Paleoecological 
Investigations and Oral Histories   
 
Tautoro the mountain, and the surrounding community area of the same name sit in the 
central survey district of Punakitere. For the past one hundred and twenty years, Tautoro 
has been legally situated within the land block known as Mōtatau 5. This section explores 
landscape surveys, recent palynological, paleoecological investigations and primary 
sources (the latter relating to oral histories) to further describe the geography and 





Map 3: Mōtatau 5 block locality within the wider Northland region of New Zealand. Image source: 
Clayworth (2016, p. 16). 
Referring to landscape surveys that recorded site visits to unique topographical locations 
and areas of ethnobiological importance (e.g., wāhi tapu, urupā, mahinga kai, natural 
material-gathering sites, dwellings and defensive positions) will indicate what has 
happened at a range of sites and where those sites are in the landscape. Discussing 
research data collected through palynological, paleoecological and radiocarbon methods 
in the Tautoro, Tauanui and Roto Kererū locale will reveal the settlement changes in this 
landscape brought about by the ancestors of today’s hapū groups. Examining oral 
histories will tell us more about the ancestral landscapes in Mōtatau 5 and how they 
affirm the history, the identity and the sustainability of the community. It is not the object 
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of this thesis to be exhaustive but rather to provide a broad overview that illustrates 
ancestral rights of land proprietorship in the Mōtatau 5 area and go towards explaining 
the current strength and limitations in hapū affiliation to land, water and the customary 
guardianship of whenua and wai in the area.  
 
3.2.1 The Early Settlement Period of Tautoro According to Whakapapa Kōrero 
 
According to the whakapapa kōrero given to Hohipere (Toti) Whiu by her father Huirua 
Whiu, many of the descendants who come from or now reside in Tautoro have origins in 
the Hokianga area (2018, personal communication, 26 October). According to Marsden, 
following the initial discovery of Aotearoa and settlement of the Hokianga region by well-
known navigators Kupe, Nukutawhiti and Toi, the centuries prior to the sixteenth century 
was an era where small groups of ‘people…moved steadily east, settling at Waimamaku, 
Ōtaua, Matarāua, and Tautoro’ (Henare et al., citing Maori Marsden, 2009, p. 40) in search 
of a place to establish themselves. Although no precise date is known for this settlement 
period, according to whakapapa kōrero provided by Sadler: 
‘the first to settle in Tautoro was Te Hakiaha who was the nephew of Te Kiripūte 
with Te Hikutū as being the first hapū taking residence in Tautoro. The proceeding 
descendants took the hapū name of Ngāti Moerewa named after the ancestress 
Moerewa(rewa) daughter of Nukutawhiti (2019, personal communication, 19 
August).23  
 
In his Master’s thesis titled Ngāti Manu - An Ethnohistorical Account, Māori academic 
Daniel Munn (Ngāti Manu) indicates the hapū group Ngāti Manu was one of the earlier 
settler groups who moved eastward from the Hokianga region into the Tautoro area, 
establishing themselves by clearing patches of native forests near maunga Tautoro and 
maunga Tauanui in order to establish kāinga and mahinga kai there and later, erect pā 
(1981, p. 14). It is estimated that this settlement began in the time of Te Toko-o-te-rangi 
(approximately eighteen to twenty generations ago) (Henare et al., 2013, p. 103) (see 
table 8). The plenitude of ‘…native rats and the flat arable land there which they planted 
 
23 Nukutawhiti who departed from Taputapuatea (likely Raiatea, French Polynesia), was the famous 
navigator of Ngātokimatawhaorua waka that migrated ‘with a significant number of migration 
canoes…from an East Polynesian interaction sphere’ (King, 2003, pp. 46, 49; see also Sorrenson 1979, pp. 
46-47, 56-57). According to Irwin and Flay (2015, pp. 419, 439), exploration of the wider Pacific region for 
potential settlement sites with natural resource availability, occurred by broad reaching, two-way, 
voyaging canoes approximately between AD 900 and AD1300 (see also Tapsell, 2012, p. 90).  
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with their kumara and other crops’ (ibid., p. 103) and the multitude of above ground 
water sources were a part of the rationale for Ngāti Manu settlement in the area. 
 
 
Table 8: Ngāti Moerewa descent lines beginning with the navigator Nukutawhiti, grandson of Kupe the 
first discoverer of Aotearoa New Zealand. Image source: Henare et al., (2013, p. 105). 
Before an exploration of an approximate time period of early Māori settlement in 
Aotearoa New Zealand (and thus Tautoro) as offered by academia, the complexity and 
validity of oral sources, as necessitated by the likes of Tau (2012) and oral history scholar 
Alessandro Portelli (2016) need mentioning. Te Maire Tau, offering a relevant point to 
this discussion states that:  
‘in the main, orthodox historians will argue that [certain] Māori histories are 
problematic; that such ‘traditions’ do not constitute authentic histories because 
kaumātua were not of course eye-witnesses to the migrations; that subsequent 
accounts are not derived from corroborative sources; and that in any event oral 
traditions in themselves are notoriously unreliable’ (2012, p. 22).  
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Portelli while agreeing with Tau – that the subjectivity of oral history narratives blur 
‘…the boundary between what takes place outside the narrator and what happens 
inside…so that personal ‘truth’ may coincide with shared ‘imagination’ he considers oral 
sources to be ‘unique and precious’ (2016, pp. 51, 52). Where narratives are sourced from 
a wide cross section of communities or groups, common themes emerge that tell us:   
‘…not just what people did, but what they wanted to do, what they believed they 
were doing, and what they now think they did […] Oral sources are credible but 
with a different credibility. The importance of oral testimony may lie not in its 
adherence to fact, but rather in its departure from it, as imagination, symbolism, 
and desire emerge. Therefore, there are no ‘false’ oral sources’ (ibid, 2016, pp. 52, 
53).  
 
Also important at this juncture is the recognition that narratives and place name 
meanings ‘…may…differ from one kin group to others…’ (Tapsell, 2015, p. 31) or from 
whānau to whānau. Admittedly there is no singular account of Tautoro history or the 
origins of certain place names. The aim in this chapter is to trace and define mana whenua 
of Tautoro by a clear rendering of narratives based on research. The inclusion of certain 
narratives to the likely exclusion of others is not made in order to ‘…claim authority over 
and above any other version that may exist’ (ibid), nor does it take away from their 
veracity or that of their sources. On the contrary, Kawharu acknowledges that narrative 
accounts may well vary but their importance lies in the common themes which 
consistently emphasise the same fundamental idea; that naming and the associated 
narratives are the foremost ‘means of establishing a relationship’, specifically a 
whakapapa or layered history, ‘between the person or group doing the naming’ and the 
taonga (in this case, sites of significance, water) as well as the ensuing shaping of their 
rights to assert mana whenua status within Tautoro as descendants of the first settlers 
(2000, p. 62).  Thus, as Te Maire Tau continues, ‘we need to spend time examining the 
traditions of our elders, not so much in order to find out what really happened, but to 
understand what they thought and believed happened. Their past, then, told and chanted 
as whaikōrero, poroporaki and mōteatea, is still the starting point for any Māori historian’ 
(2012, p. 19).  
 
3.2.2 The Early Settlement Period of Tautoro According to Archaeological, Palynological, 
Paleoecological Studies, Landscape Surveys and Field Research 
 
Regarding the origins of Polynesian settlers to Aotearoa and the likely time period of their 
arrival, the most recent and detailed evaluation is provided by archaeologist Atholl 
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Anderson (Ngāi Tahu) in Tangata Whenua: An Illustrated History (2015). Informed by 
recent discoveries of archaeological sites throughout the east and south Polynesia and an 
analysis of radiocarbon datasets, Anderson provides a best estimate of settlement stating 
that ‘Polynesian seafarers from the centre of the blue Pacific hemisphere were the first 
human inhabitants of New Zealand when they arrived about 800 years ago’ (2015, pp. 9, 
27; see also Wilmshurst, Hunt, Lipoc and Anderson, 2010, pp. 1815, 1819 where the 
authors pinpoint the time period to 1230–1280 AD). Narrowing the focus of radiocarbon 
dates to the sub-tropical climate zone of Northland, Anderson comments that here: 
“…garden features including small storage pits are dated to the early fourteenth 
century and horticulture probably began immediately upon colonisation, 1230-
1280. Gardens, pits and pā occur covariantly all around the coast of northern New 
Zealand, but it can be argued that it was the development of large-scale gardening 
in the northern interior that was especially significant for other processes. At 
Pouerua [some 19 kilometres by main road, approximately 12 kilometres in a 
straight line from Tautoro, see Sissons et al., p. 32] in the inland Bay of Islands, 
gardens seem to have begun with pā construction around 1550, and they covered 
an area of 550 ha by the end of the eighteenth century” (Anderson, 2016).  
 
3.2.2.1 Palynological and Paleoecological Studies in Tautoro 
 
In the mid-1990s several Tautoro specific studies were conducted. Geoscientist Bernd 
Striewski conducted geological research on the late Holocene environmental history of 
Northland. As a part of a wider case study on the region (Wharau Road Swamp – coastal 
Bay of Islands; Lake Taumatawhana – central Te Aupōuri peninsula), he posits using 
sedimentological (origin of sedimentary rock) and palynological (particle) radiocarbon 
chronology, that evidence of human activity occurred around Roto Kererū (he mistakenly 
identifies the lake as Lake Tauanui in his text) sometime between A.D. 850 and A.D. 1600 
(Striewski, 1998, pp. iv, 337, 364, 367). This evidence affirms oral narratives that 
Northland and Tautoro has a long human habitation record.  
 
With greater emphasis on Roto Kererū, soil scientist Michael Elliot also conducted M.Sc. 
and doctoral palynology pollen analysis research on Maunga Tauanui and Roto Kererū 
also in the 1990s as a part of a (government) Foundation for Research, Science and 
Technology (FRST) funded project to determine time and spatial locations of ‘the 
commencement of human settlement’ in the region (1997, p. 15). Palynologist Rewi 
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Newnham (Ngāpuhi) explains the environmental changes over time via an analyses of 
pollen records: 
“[t]here are various ways of figuring out what has happened in the past to our 
plants…pollen is great because its distinctive to each plant species…and [it] can 
preserve very well in the right depositional environments such as lakes and 
bogs…pollen  [is] preserved in those layers that build up over time. We take cores, 
going down as far as we can to the lake sediments to try and get to the bottom and 
we try to date those using various techniques like radio carbon dating and we 
analyse the pollen, layer by layer throughout that sequence to give us a feel as to 
how surrounding vegetation has changed and how it has responded to climate as 
well other things going on in the environment such as volcanic eruptions because 
we can see its products in the pollen layers. We can tell what the impacts were on 
the local vegetation. Dramatic changes in the environment occurred when people 
arrived. In New Zealand and Northland in particular, with its dense and expansive 
forests, we have such a clear boundary and such a sharp contrast between the 
natural pre-human world and what happened once people arrived…so in our 
pollen records this [arrival and human activity] is very striking. People working 
with vegetation, manipulating the local vegetation…impacting them in ways that 
are easy to see in the pollen records. In New Zealand it is very abrupt…the before 
and the after” (2020).  
 
Roto Kererū was chosen because of its previous state as an active volcano; its lake-filled 
crater; its sedimentary layering - extending back to the mid-Holocene geologic time 
period; its physical prominence in the area and its distance from the east and west coasts. 
Elliot, along with input from bio-geographer John Flenley and anthropologist Doug Sutton 
published the main findings of his thesis research in the Journal of Paleolimnology 
(1998). The authors acknowledge the contentiousness of the timing of first settlement of 
Aotearoa by Polynesian navigators within the academic fraternity. They contrast the 
orthodox view of a more recent first settlement period of ca (calibrated years) 700 
calendar years before present (citing Anderson, 1991, and McFadgen et al., 1994) based 
on interpretations of radiocarbon ages of found archaeological material, against an 
earlier settlement time period gleaned from palynological and sedimentological research 
(1998, pp. 23-24; see also Wilmshurst et al., 2010, p. 1815 where the authors highlight 
the incapability of radiocarbon dates sourced from ‘unidentified charcoal with high 
inbuilt age potential [to] provide a precise age for the event being dated’. Similarly, 
Geoscientist Alan Hogg (2020) acknowledges that standard radiometric dating used for 
the last thirty years produces ‘large calendar errors’, in the range of ‘plus or minus 




Ultimately Elliot et al., maintain that the sample findings within the uppermost pollen 
zone from core tests taken from the lakebed suggest that first human impact on the area 
around Maunga Tauanui and Roto Kererū occurred much earlier than any other currently 
known New Zealand sites examined at the time of publishing (pp. 23-24). This hypothesis 
is based upon the appearance of high rates of charcoal and Esculentum Pteridium 
(bracken fern) in sample tests coincident with deforestation, an occurrence widely 
recognised as evidence for Polynesian land clearing practices (Elliot, 1997, p. vi.). Elliot 
(1997, p. 131) citing the works of Elsdon Best (1942), Matt McGlone (1983, 1989) and 
Rewi Newnham (1989) emphasises the importance of bracken fern in the pre-European 
diet of Māori.  
 
In support, geographer Raymond Hargreaves highlights the circumstances of land 
preparation for Māori agriculture in the classical period (pre-European contact), saying 
that settlements and ‘…new plantations [were] won from the forest or second-growth 
bush and fern land by burning’ (1963, p. 101). Archaeologists Simon Holdaway, Louise 
Furey and anthropologist Joshua Emmitt et al. highlight that fires on the New Zealand 
land mass in the Anthropocene geological time period (estimated 12,000 - 15,000 years 
through to now) were ‘…rare except when produced through volcanic eruptions’ (2019, 
p. 20). If this is case, the palynology pollen analysis findings of Elliot (1997, 1998) suggest 
that successive, controlled burns of felled woodlands and bracken are indicative of 
human settlement and continued occupation as opposed to natural forest fires.  
 
For the early settlers of Maunga Tauanui area, the agricultural practices of clearing the 
land were necessary to maintain bracken crops lest it be shaded out by regrowth of native 
trees. The regular burning of brush explained the charcoal levels in the core samples. The 
biochar produced was used to enhance soil health, while forest clearing maintained open 
landscapes valued for settlement and security purposes. Commencement of these 
continuous settlement activities occurred shortly after ca 1100 yr B.P. and probably 
between ca 980 – 1240 yr B.P (Elliot et al., 1998, p. 31). 
 
In summary of this subsection, the studies shown here - whether in-depth or peripheral 
- provide observations of the lengthy timespan (ranging between eight hundred to one 
thousand years) and the nature of land use centred around Maunga Tautoro, Maunga 
Tauanui, Haunga nui pā, Haunga iti pā over time. While they indicate relationships to 
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whenua and wai and customary lifestyles on the land (i.e., cultural practices of religious 
belief related to individual and hapū health and wellbeing; local traditional economies – 
harvesting of soil and forest foods, snaring of birds, fishing) through to the close of the 
nineteenth century, they do not however explain or provide insight into the historical 
layers of the cultural-political landscape. I turn now to kōrero and whakapapa (layering 
of time and event accessed through kōrero) to provide the layers of knowledge of the 
surrounding Tautoro landscape to make visible hapū mana whenua in the area. The 
kōrero outlines hapū settlement and expansion in the locality and the shifting nature of 
hapū land tenure. It also explores kin-group identity, kin-belonging and how these are 
reflected in Tautoro society today. 
 
3.2.3 An Overview of Tautoro Migration 
 
The early migration story of ancestral movement from the Hokianga region in the west 
to the central Mangakahia Valley can be likened to the inland journey of the tuna 
kuwharuwharu (Anguilla dieffenbachia - longfin freshwater eel). As if guided by their 
predecessors, the migratory impulse encoded in their genetic whakapapa provides 
navigational cues for the tuna to travel. Between July and November, having floated over 
vast distances on currents from warm eastern Polynesian waters, large numbers of 
juvenile glass eels enter waterways and immediately begin to adapt to their 
environmental conditions by morphing into elvers. The elvers fight their way upriver, 
overcoming challenges along the route in search of a haven (Potangaroa, 2010, p. 8). The 
following whakatauki (proverb) spoken by rangatira and scholar James Henare (Ngāpuhi, 
Ngāti Hine, Ngāti Whātua) echoes the resilience and adaptation of ancestors who - guided 
by sailing craft technology and navigational whakapapa knowledge - sought out new life-
sustaining environs: 
“E kore e mōnehunehu te pūmahara ki ngā momo rangatira o neherā, nā rātou nei i 
toro te nukuroa o Te Moananui-a-Kiwa me Papatūānuku. Ko ngā tohu a ō rātou 
tapuwae i kākahutia ki runga i te mata o te whenua – he taonga, he tapu” (Time will 
not dim the memory of the special class of rangatira of the past who braved the 
wide expanse of the ocean and land. Their sacred footprints are scattered over the 
surface of the land, treasured and sacred).  
 
Much like the tuna, in the pursuit of a homeland and natural resources that would 
physically and spiritually establish and sustain their culture, early exploration of the 
Northland landscape by past leaders and explorers and the naming of important places 
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signifies the connections and relationships within the landscape which occurred over a 
long period of time. For Kawharu, the whakatauki of Henare emphasises the importance 
of early tūpuna learning how to adjust to new and diverse ecosystems; memorialising 
these places in names, waiata and kōrero and in so doing ‘…set pathways for present and 
future generations. As medical doctor and academic Douglas Pohio Sinclair (Waitaha, Kāti 
Māmoe, Ngāi Tahu) describes: 
‘[t]he first Maori arrivals established their claims to chosen areas by invoking 
rights of personal discovery and formal appropriation. The pattern of tribal 
dispersal based on the lands settled and claimed by early navigators became 
apparent and the tribal boundaries clearly defined. Every inch of New Zealand 
became subject to the claims of…hapū…every block of land was named and 
carefully delineated by natural boundaries and topographical features […] Every 
natural feature of the land bore names that spanned long centuries of occupation. 
The ability to recite long and complex lists of place names enclosing the blocks, 
together with the traditional account of the food gathering places, battles and fate 
of those who fought them on the land, the siting of the cemeteries and who lay in 
them, the genealogies of descent from the main tribal founders, the fate of internal 
disputes of ownership, all of these were remembered by family leaders and passed 
from generation to generation. This knowledge was important as customary title 
to every block of Maori involved claims by right of descent and occupation’ (1975, 
pp. 89-90).  
 
Contemporary tribal world views are shaped by the examples given by ancestors in the 
ways they dealt with the challenges of survival…[which] may stem from the environment 
or from people’ (2008, p. 68). As this section will show, kōrero of hapū members reveal 
traditional values and uses of ancestral landscapes. Today’s living tangata whenua of 
Tautoro define themselves through tangible, epistemological and ontological land and 
hydro-social relations. Their cultural well-being is fulfilled by this existence.  
 
An examination of the Native Land Court and Papatupu Land Block Committee minute 
books of the early twentieth century display an array of hapū, whānau and individuals 
who made claim to the area known as Mōtatau 5 - which in 1903 consisted of 22,000 
acres; was partitioned into 28 parts; and a list of descendants from eponymous ancestors 
generated consisting of 5000 names (see Young, 2003, pp. 258-259). The eight years of 
debate and title investigation to Māori customary land to Mōtatau 5 showed that Tautoro 
is a culturally storied landscape with an extensive history of land use and occupancy by 
several distinct yet genealogically connected hapū groups. Through continuous, long 
term land occupation and cultivation these hapū in community with each other generated 
mātauranga Māori (intergenerational knowledge originating from ancestral experience 
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and awareness) that was spiritually, practically and ecologically specific to the Tautoro 
geography.  
 
Early settlement patterns by hapū groups in the Tautoro area is complex due to the fluid 
nature of kin family group movement across the landscape. After venturing from the 
confines of Hokianga harbour (see section 3.2.1) people frequently moved over a wide 
area to both east and west coasts, creating semi-permanent villages near other localities 
(e.g., Kāretu near the Bay of Islands) where other kin were situated. Migration through 
the landscape depended on resource availability and seasonal changes. At times, 
relocation occurred for reasons of political expediency (e.g., retreat from external threat). 
Permanent and semi-permanent settlement in the Tautoro locality seems to have taken 
place as the principle means of establishing and maintaining mana whenua. Cultivations 
and other forms of resource use such as bird snaring and tuna trapping denote mana 
whenua (Keenan, 1994, p. 179).  
 
Oral narratives put permanent settlement occurring after the time the name Tautoro was 
given to the most prominent feature in the landscape. It is well established within Tautoro 
hapū and broader Ngāpuhi narratives that the distinguished and founding Ngāpuhi 
ancestor Rāhiri, on a journey through this rohe, gave the name Tautoro to the tallest peak 
in the area. Rāhiri is the son of Tauramoko and Te Hauangiangi, and a descendant of Kupe 
and Nukutawhiti, the first discoverers and settlers of Aotearoa New Zealand (see table 8). 
Rāhiri, who had his main pā near Pākanae on the Hokianga Harbour, travelled widely 
throughout the region and utilised the Mangakahia valley as a central corridor to journey 
south (Wai 1040 E34, 2013; see also Anderson, 2015, p. 57). Varying interpretations of 
the naming of Tautoro exist. Sadler recounts that Rāhiri, on a journey that took him from 
his home at Whīria pā on the south side of the Hokianga Harbour to the numerous places 
in the North Island: 
“Camped [at Maunga Tautoro] when he was a young man. He had travelled here 
from the valley in the Hokianga to look for a wife from further afield. When he 
came here, he named the place Whakatipitipi [the place where Rāhiri beautified 
himself, using the clear waters of that place as a mirror]. He reached the mountain 
in the late afternoon so he gathered wood to build a fire to keep him warm while 
he slept through the night. While he was sleeping, sparks from the fire scorched 
the ties of his cloak. When he woke in the morning and saw the ties had been 
scorched, he named the mountain Tautoro” (2011). 
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Another version describes that ‘…Rāhiri was kiwi hunting and he fell over the roots of a 
tree and the torch burnt (toro) the braids or ties (taurahere) of his cloak - Te toronga o te 
taurahere o te korowai o Rāhiri’ (Te Reo Waikaramihi o Tautoro, 2017, p. 22). 
Furthermore, as told by Punakitere Valley (four kilometres east of Tautoro) kaumātua 
Naki Kopa after this incident:  
“Rāhiri went to a place not far from the summit of maunga Tautoro and found a 
pool of water and used the water to cover and clean the hem of his cloak. He called 
this place Te Ūwhia. Nearby he found a suitable place to lay out his cloak to dry 
and called this place Te Horohanga. In exploring this area, he noted the numerous 
water sources and the abundance of kererū. He knew this would be a good place 
for settlement…and commemorated it in place-names” (2018, personal 
communication, 25 October). 
 
The result of this act of naming by Rāhiri established a claim of rights to lands in the 
vicinity of maunga Tautoro for the many descendants after him, as was part of mana 
whenua and rangatiratanga actions. Indeed, the commemoration of this site of 
significance in the name Tautoro ‘…codified an identity…to a specific heritage…’ (Albury 
& Carter, 2017, p. 832) in this place. Māori academic Lyn Carter (Ngai Tahu) reinforces 
this notion stating that ‘[n]aming…is claiming not only the landscape but the history, the 
occupation and the future shaping of the named places’ (2011, p. 69).  
 
Like guiding beacons with their elevated position, Maunga Tautoro and Maunga Tauanui 
were location markers in the area and fostered the initial establishment of hapū in its 
vicinity. The hill and valley terrains were richly cloaked in forests of Mātai (Prumnopitys 
taxifolia), Rimu (Dacrydium cupressinum), Kauri (Agathis australis), Tōtara (Podocarpus 
tōtara) and other trees, which provided a wide variety of birdlife including Kiwi (Apteryx) 
and Weka (Gallirallus australis). The forests also were an excellent source of food and 
materials such as fern root, berries (e.g., Karaka, Kahikatea, Taraire, Mātai and Hīnau) 
and numerous plants for sustenance or medicinal relief such as Kawakawa (Piper 
excelsum).  
 
Over time, as whānau whakapapa links were created and occupying numbers increased, 
names were given to surrounding places around Tautoro. The names inscribed in the land 
will be discussed in more detail later in this chapter and like the names given by Rāhiri, 
other names were given following significant events that occurred in the area. Names 
were also given to the principle dwelling places of significant ancestors as well as given 
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in recognition of the cultural activities that took place there. The index of place names in 
the Tautoro area represent a history of mana whenua and a narrative of the lives led by 
its people. Keenan affirms that mana whenua ‘…was derived from the creation and 
protection of sacred sites within the landscape’ (1994, p. xii).  
 
3.2.4 Place and Meaning Making on the Landscape According to Whakapapa Kōrero 
 
Having established the movement of peoples from a western migration route into the 
area that became known as Tautoro, what happened next in the landscape’s whakapapa? 
As Te Maire Tau (2012, p. 22) acknowledged in subsection 3.2.1, a chronology of what 
occurred in the distant past are difficult details to pinpoint for we were not eyewitnesses 
to the events of this time. However, understanding the phenomenon of creating a 
homeland and local identity will reveal the cultural, social and environmental 
frameworks that have been constructed on the Tautoro landscape from this early 
migration period, which have correlations to the mana whenua and cultural identity 
expressed today by hapū today. Anthropologist Elizabeth Reid proposes that 
‘…understanding landscapes as a site of meaning-making…lies in interpreting the cultural 
context of the landscape [and] how it was perceived by those who lived in and acted upon 
it’ (2007, p. 189). Marsden and Henare recognise that cultural perceptions of their 
surrounding reality formed a ‘…world view…which members of its culture assent and 
from which stems their value system…and lies at the very heart of the culture, touching, 
interacting with and strongly influencing every aspect of their culture’ (Marsden & 
Henare, 1992, p. 3). 
 
Considering the points made by Reid, Marsden and Henare, what then are the perceptions 
and influences from Tautoro surroundings on Tautoro culture and how did they form? 
We know from the works of Barlow (1991), Kawharu (2002), Marsden (2003), Selby, 
Moore and Mulholland (2010), Harmsworth and Awatere (2013) and Mutu (2017) that 
tangata whenua, like many other indigenous peoples, have a distinct perspective that is 
closely attuned to their relationships with ancestral lands and water. Educational 
psychologist Rodney Hopson explains that cultural beliefs ‘…reflect fundamental 
differences about how people experience social life, evaluate information, decide what is 
true, attribute causes to social phenomena, and understand their place in the world’ 
(2007, p. 8). For Marsden: 
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‘…culture is the most powerful imprinting medium in the patterning processes of 
the individual. The interiorised patterns/images/stereotypes/symbols and 
convictions which motivate members to action organises communal activity, 
established social institutions and standards of behaviour. All arise out of cultural 
metaphysics’ (2003, p. 34).  
 
Referring to chapter one and the primary descendant atua (gods or deities) of Ranginui 
and Papatuānuku which includes the likes of Tangaroa24, Rongo25 and Tāwhiri-mātea26, 
emanate the universal building blocks of life. Everything from the constellations, the 
oceans, the forests and the life found within those realms derive from the creation 
narrative, in a ‘…vast and complex whānau’ (Royal, 2010, p. 8) woven together by 
whakapapa and story. Ngāti Tūhoe scholar Wharehuia Milroy and Ngāti Porou theologian 
Wiremu Kaa refer to the creators of this whānau as te kāwai tūpuna (legendary heroes) 
(2001, p. 14). From this whānau also came te ira tangata (human element/human 
genes/humankind). Although several interpretations exist as to the nature of this 
formation, Walker explains the ‘…progression from the creative activities of gods and 
demi-gods to the activities of men…’ (1978, p. 20) by way of the creation of and copulation 
with Hineahuone by Tāne, thus begetting Hinetītama and the first human element, whose 
descendants became humankind (Reilly, 2018. p. 24). 
 
Papatūānuku is the personified form of whenua (the earth) often referred to as the earth 
mother who birthed humankind from her soils; to which many customary traditions 
related to the earth can be attributed (Marsden, 2003, p. 44). The archetype of 
Papatūānuku (a feature recurrent in cultures around the world, e.g., Gaia - Ancient 
Greece; Pachamama - Bolivia, Ecuador, Chile, Peru, and northern Argentina; Akna – Maya, 
Central America) emphasises the view of the universe as an organic, animated and tapu 
(sacred) whole where tāngata (people) and all life collectively participate. The 
connections of humans to land, to water, flora and fauna are woven together in one 
cosmic web, where all life expressions are related to the original source (Baring & 
Cashford, 1992). The deeper physical and spiritual values placed on these 
interconnections are encoded with concepts such as tapu (spiritual restrictions, 
 
24 Atua of the sea and fish. Tangaroa was one of the offspring of Ranginui and Papatūānuku and fled to the 
sea when his parents were separated. 
25 Atua of the kūmara and cultivated food. Rongo is also one of the offspring of Ranginui and Papatūānuku. 
He is often known by full name - Rongo-mā-Tāne. 
26 Atua of the weather elements also known as Tāwhiri-rangi and Tāwhiri-mate a-Rangi. Tāwhiri-mātea is 
one of the offspring of Ranginui and Papatūānuku and did not want his parents to be separated. 
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sacredness) and mana highlighting their cultural importance. These ideas are 
encapsulated in mātauranga and passed on intergenerationally in kōrero, waiata and 
stories through whakapapa and acted out in customary traditions, rituals and everyday 
behaviour. For those indigenous cultures who subscribe to this outlook ‘…the entire 
natural world is saturated with meaning and cosmological significance [where] every 
rock and waterfall embodies a story…[and where] everything is more than it appears, for 
the visible world is only one level of perception’ (Davis, 2010, chapter 3, loc. 1202). For 
many hapū in the country, as Walker explains: 
‘Papatuānuku was loved as a mother is loved because the bounty that sprang from 
her breast nurtured and sustained her children. Humans were conceived of as 
belonging to the land; as tangata whenua, people of the land (and descendants of 
Hine-ahu-one) [and Tāne]. This meant that they were not above nature but an 
integral part of it. They were expected to relate to nature in a meaningful way’ 
(1990, pp. 13-14). 
 
Sadler asserts that hapū not only in Tautoro but throughout Aotearoa, are an 
“autochthonous people, meaning that we spring from the land as our hakapapa 
[whakapapa] springs from our primordial ancestors of Ranginui and Papatūānuku” 
(2019, personal communication, 19 August). This whakapapa ‘…links each individual, 
animate and inanimate object back to the kāwai t[ū]puna’ (Milroy & Kaa, 2001, p. 1) and 
reveals a cosmology or ideology of the universe and the landscape on which tangata 
whenua resided that contrasts with Western archetypes (beginning in the sixteenth-
century renaissance era) which have continued to ‘…separate humankind from nature…’ 
(Morgan, 2009, p. 1).  
 
Considering Reid’s statement made earlier in this subsection, over several centuries 
residing in and around Maunga Tauanui/Roto Kererū centre and walking about their 
locality, the tūpuna of today’s hapū descendant groups observed their surroundings and 
constructed intimate relationships with the land and waterscape. Through observation 
and the cultural practices of wānanga (knowledge forums), kōrero, waiata and pūrākau 
(stories, ancient legends) they conceived mātauranga understandings, beliefs and value 
systems around their mountains, valleys, soils as well as their surface and subsurface 
water environments - derived from general Māori cosmologies and epistemologies 





3.2.4.1 Pūrākau (Stories), Place-making and the Formation of Tikanga  
 
The traditional stories within Tautoro whakapapa kōrero feature several omnipotent 
characters set in a time immemorial. Walker contends that these characters of myth and 
tradition are: 
‘endowed with supernatural powers as they act out their dramas in an age of 
miracles and supra-normal events. In doing so, the actors, whether they are 
demigods or legendary heroes, provide lesser mortals with larger than life models 
for human behaviour. They love, hate, fight and pursue revenge just as their 
human counterparts do. They also dramatize the age-old conflict between good 
and evil. Occasionally they provide prescriptions for practical behaviour in given 
situations. These are the myth-messages of a culture’ (1978, p. 19). 
 
The reasons for traditions and mythmaking are multi-levelled and varied. Social scientist 
Janet Stephenson and geographer Seth Gorrie refer to the ideology of kōrero and myths 
and its role in place-making and value creation for tangata whenua as ‘…highly 
valued…and the way in which the landscape holds and transmits the past. The landscape 
they perceived was not a watercolour painting, but a dynamic and meaning-filled 
surround from which they drew emotional and cultural sustenance and a sense of 
belonging’ (2011, loc. 3059). Environmental designer Michael Abbott has described the 
fusion of mythmaking, place-making and identity as ‘becoming part of landscape – being 
landscape – …an outcome of activities undertaken, such that the identity of a landscape 
emerges hand-in-hand with the identity of its people and how they interact with it’ 
(Abbott, 2011, loc. 1158). 
 
As we move to understand the relationships of wai, whenua and tangata around the 
Maunga Tauanui/Roto Kererū centre, it is important to discuss its topological, ‘socially 
useful’ (Gotesky, 1952, p. 531) pūrākau. The local, socio-cultural framework within which 
these pūrākau take place is ‘…characterised by a rich folklore which metaphorically 
draws on a variety of nature-culture interfaces’ (Nothnagel, 1996, p. 269). Here, maunga 
tupua (a spirit or supernatural form which can inhabit objects in the landscape) derived 
from ngā kāwai tūpuna as ‘…minor manifestations of power…[who are] not quite god[s]’ 
(Gudgeon, 1906, pp. 27, 37) have had a role in describing the formation of tikanga. The 
most common local tradition from a cultural prehistory is the story of Maunga Tauanui. 
One oral narrative recorded in 1981, voiced by Tautoro kaumātua Tuaka (Bill) Matthews 
(Ngāti Rangi, Ngāti Moerewa), tells of the creation of maunga haere (travelling 
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mountains) and the solidifying of these prominent hills and maunga in the Tautoro 
landscape we see today: 
“legend has it that the terraced hill between [Tauanui] and the road [Mangakahia] 
was the wife of Taonui [Tauanui]. Her name is Tauaiti. Tauaiti was originally on 
the other side of Taonui [Tauanui]. One night, Tauaiti wished to have a drink [of 
water], but was not content to drink from her husband’s lake. Instead, she wanted 
to venture to the west to the Hokianga for water. Tauanui forbade her from doing 
so, but she defied him. On the way back she was caught by the rising sun so was 
trapped forever where she stands today. The hills beside her are her water 
buckets. To punish her Taonui [Tauanui] put his lake out of her reach, between 
himself and Tautoro maunga; it is there to this day. The lake is called Kereru 
(pigeon), named so for the abundance of kereru that inhabited the lakeside 
forests” (1981, private collection). 
 
Another version by kaumātua Hirini Tau (Ngāi Tawake) interprets the contextual origins 
of the Maunga Haunga nui and Haunga iti to a time when: 
“a female ancestor called Tauaiti was bewitched and petrified by her partner 
Taonui [Tauanui]. Tauanui caught her on her return journey to Tautoro after she 
had been collecting water near the Hokianga. She was cursed by Taonui [Tauanui] 
because of her defiance. Taonui [Tauanui] had previously declared there was no 
need to source water from elsewhere, it was most abundant and of superior 
quality here in Tautoro. When Tauaiti became fixed to her position in the 
landscape by petrification, her figure became the hill that we now call Haunga nui. 
The smaller hill at her side became known as Haunga iti in reference to the water 
vessel used to collect water. Her movement through the landscape, from Hokianga 
to Tautoro, had created water channels that flow to the Hokianga today. Te Ōpou 
stream and other nearby tributaries are remnants of this journey” (2019, personal 





Figure 13: A view to the east of Haunga nui (left), Haunga iti (centre) and maunga Tauanui (right). 
Image source: Personal collection.  
Despite the subtle differences in the versions presented here, what remains constant 
between them is the premise that in the early periods of land settlement tūpuna imbued 
story onto the landscape signifying the importance of the wai, whenua and the flora, fauna 
they found here. Milroy and Kaa describe these stories as kōrero tawhito (oral stories 
from the old world) that ‘…illustrate the world’s evolution…[from which]…Māori have 
extracted their tikanga [cultural protocols]’ (2001, p. 10). To gain a sense of this ancient 
story, kōrero with kaumātua Hoani (Johnny) Matthews took place before his passing in 
late 2018. He was a whanaunga of the initial orator of the narrative on maunga haere - 
Tuaka (Bill) Matthews and a respected elder in his own right. In his interpretation, 
tikanga derived from this kōrero tawhito (i.e., whakapapa kōrero) could have influenced 
the worldview of tūpuna in the following way:   
“those who have a whakapapa to a place like Tautoro…whose tūpuna respected 
and cherished the resources of the land here right back to the first settlers of this 
place…āe [yes] they surely would have counted their blessings and considered 
themselves lucky to be here in this place with plenty of resources. So, I think the 
message is to take care of the resources you have in your own backyard…the 
ingredients to grow as a community are right here, people, soil and water…some 
of the best there is. We must guard them…to not go looking for it in other hapū 
areas…this is to avoid conflict. If there is to be sharing of resources, the correct 
tikanga must take place that respects ngā tangata o te whenua [the peoples who 
belong to the land] and that is the hapū of Tautoro” (2017, personal 




The esteem given to the landscape is recognised in names Haunga nui and Haunga iti and 
their usage describing the pā as they are currently known and understood. Here the 
emphasis is placed on the word hau which has significant metaphysical and spiritual 
meanings in Te Ao Māori. For Tautoro Hapū Authority (THA) member Ryan Bedggood 
(Ngāti Moerewa) the meaning of hau in Haunga nui and Haunga iti is twofold. It can refer 
to hau - the fame or reputation the surrounding landscape had in the region as a place of 
an abundance (nui) of good quality soil and water. Furthermore, it could be an extension 
of this idea where there is an abundance of key building blocks or vital forces in the 
landscape for spiritual well-being and economic, social and cultural development (2019, 
personal communication 14 April).  
 
In her recent study on meanings and use of hau, academic Amber Nicholson (Ngāruahine) 
provides a contextual account of the human–spiritual connections of the concept. She 
describes hau as a life essence or spiritual force that ‘…encompasses individual 
personality, collective intention, reciprocal exchanges and human relations’ (2019, p. 
138). Hau is the moving of energy between these factors to achieve ‘…growth and 
development of being…’ (ibid., p. 146) – oranga (state of health and well-being, goodness) 
of people and place.  
 
The kōrero surrounding Haunga nui and Haunga iti speak to the ‘family of energy[ies]’ 
(Nicholson, 2019, p. 152) – hau, mauri, mana, wairua and tapu resident in the cultural 
landscape of Tautoro. For Hirini Tau, to uphold the mana of ngā hapū o Tautoro is to 
nurture and to protect the lands, waterways and wāhi tapu. To do so is to sustain the hau 
or the vitality of the surrounding area’s soils, waterways and springs for future 
descendant groups (2019, personal communication, 30 April). Nicholson recognises that: 
‘[h]au illuminates reciprocal relationships between the spiritual, natural and 
human worlds. The hauora of natural resources affects all those to which it 
provides sustenance. To privilege human needs over that which sustains us is not 
respecting whakapapa. Its function is to reflect and enhance the well-being of 
society’ (2019, p. 154). 
 
The reverence for such places and the surrounding natural resources have been passed 
on through the generations of Tautoro people in a wide range of forms. This reverent 
regard for land and water and the rites and patterns of use and rāhui (restriction) 
establish what anthropologist Kaj Arhem defines as a natural resource management plan 
derived from a mythological mapping of the landscape: 
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‘which assigns to every named site and landmark a cosmological signification and 
mythical meaning has far-reaching consequences for human resource use. Myths 
in effect are plans for land use – and extremely efficient ones since they are at once 
ecologically informed, emotionally charged and morally binding’ (1996, p. 200). 
 
While the physical properties of the landscape were essential to the fabric of Tautoro 
hapū, their identity and their wellbeing, the cultural mechanisms of tapu (spiritual 
restrictions, sacredness) and noa (profane, a state free of tapu restrictions) were also key 
aspects that governed spiritual, social and environmental relationships and practises. 
These critical values will be discussed in the following section.  
 
3.2.4.2 The Social Influence of Tapu and Noa in Perception and Engagement with Whenua and 
Wai 
 
The notion of tapu had a highly significant spiritual influence within Te Ao Māori prior to 
European contact and organised the social and environmental behaviour of all hapū. One 
analysis on the origins and the social impact of tapu in the collective ceremonial 
management of tangata and whenua is provided by historian and anthropologist Mānuka 
Henare (Te Aupōuri, Ngāti Kurī, Te Rarawa, Ngāpuhi) who explains tapu as a: 
‘cosmic power imbued in all things at the time of creation and would normally 
remain for the duration of a thing’s existence, its being. In the Sky Father and Earth 
Mother account [Ranginui and Papatūānuku - see section 1.1], each of the children 
were conceived with the tapu of the parents, and they in turn are the sources of 
the tapu of all the domains and things of creation ascribed to them. Persons, places, 
or objects are tapu and therefore in a sacred state or condition. Philosophically, 
tapu is linked to the notion of mana and “being with the potentiality for power”. In 
its primary meaning, tapu expresses the understanding that once a thing is, it has 
within itself a real potency, mana. Each being, material or non-material, from its 
first moment of existence, has this potentiality and its own power and authority. 
Coupled with the potential for power is the idea of awe and sacredness, which 
commands respect and separate-ness. It is in this sense that tapu can mean 
restrictions and prohibitions’ (2001, pp. 207-208; see Bowden, 1979, see also 
Sachdev, 1989, pp. 962-966).  
 
Sinclair explains the usage of tapu in restrictions related to land:  
‘[t]he land was regarded as the sacred trust and asset of the people as a whole. 
Laws of tapu were invoked only to protect well defined areas of land, lakes, rivers, 
waterways, or stretches of the seaside from human exploitation or defilement. 
Tapu would be applied for periods adequate to preserve or recover the sanctity of 
the soil or water. There were special cases when the presence of a burial ground, 
a malign taniwha or some major infringement of a tapu would result in the 
declaration of a specific area as a permanent wahi tapu or sacred place. Each tribe 
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would have its own sacred place where the mauri or talisman of the tribe was 
hidden, dating back to the arrival of the original waka from Hawaiki’ (1975, p. 87).  
  
According to Marsden: 
 
‘[t]he Māori idea of tapu has…both religious and legal connotations… The person 
or object is thus removed from the sphere of the profane and put into the sphere 
of the sacred. It is untouchable, no longer to be put to common use. It is this 
untouchable quality that is the main element in the concept of tapu. In other 
words, the object is sacred and any profane use is sacrilege, breaking of the law of 
tapu’ (2003, p. 5).  
 
Another analysis broadly describes tapu as: 
‘…a means of social and behaviour control that maintains the harmony, balance 
and unity of the mind, body, soul and family of man. It protects and nurtures 
existing resources of tribal wellbeing and ensures a continuity with the past and 
future through a system of tikanga (customs and values), ture (lore), ritenga 
(customary practices), kawa (rituals), karakia (incantation), and awesome 
respect. Moreover, it fosters an integrated set of values, beliefs and attitudes that 
promote behaviour conducive to the ongoing health, wellbeing and welfare of the 
community’ (Department of Health, 1984, p. 15). 
These perspectives on tapu highlight its importance in maintaining spiritual, social and 
environmental health. Equally crucial to the discussion of tapu is the complementary 
state of noa or the freedom from tapu restrictions for not everything is tapu all the time 
(see Bowden, 1979, see also Sachdev, 1989, pp. 963-966). A person, place or object 
characterised as tapu can in certain circumstances be made free of the restricted status – 
or be made noa through pure (purification rites). Marsden describes these rites as actions 
designed to diminish the forces of tapu either through cleansing with wai or 
neutralisation through rituals involving foods cooked in the earth (i.e., hāngi – in ground 
oven used to cook food with steam and heat from fire-heated stones) (2003, p. 7). 
 
Within Tautoro, the laws of tapu and noa have had influence in regulating the movement 
and actions of hapū society, particularly regarding their relationship with specific places 
and resources in and around the Maunga Tauanui/Roto Kererū centre, (chapter 5 will 
show examples of long-standing ceremonial water use occur in Tautoro).  
 
3.2.5. Hapū Formation, Permanent Occupation and Customary Community-Wide Food 
Producing Narratives  
 
Simultaneous to the implementation of lore and tikanga on the landscape (as described 
in section 3.2.4.1), permanent settlement and habitation occurred. The intent here is to 
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outline those hapū groups that formed and maintained mana over the Tautoro landscape 
in and around Maunga Tauanui/Roto Kererū centre pre-European contact up until the 
opening stages of the twentieth century where European land laws began to erode hapū 
customary land tenure. The historical accounts will provide the background to current 
expressions of hapū kaitiakitanga (guardianship) interests, rights and responsibilities 
towards whenua and wai. This section will discuss key concepts relevant to customary 
land tenure and demonstrate how ahi kā was carried out by hapū on the Tautoro 
landscape.  
 
In pre-European times, in order to safeguard soil and water resource areas, wāhi tapu 
(sacred sites) and other places of cultural and strategic importance, securing mana in the 
land was necessary through active and continuous occupation. The customary concept of 
ahi (fire) kā (to give out steady light through flame/burning) refers to rights to land by 
occupation (see Williams, 2001 p. 3; see also Sinclair, 1977, p. 90). The concept originates 
from the practice of keeping the kāinga (settlement’s) cooking fires constantly burning 
where the whenua was occupied. The appearance of fires at settlements around the 
landscape came to represent a close association with the whenua and use and 
guardianship of surrounding resources. In practical terms, it meant occupation at 
permanent kāinga on the whenua and hapū maintaining links to their whenua, either by 
permanent habitation or regular visitation. Ngāpuhi scholar Hare Hongi (Henry 
Matthew) Stowell described ahi kā and what it represented in the following way:  
‘[t]he right of long and continued use and occupation, and of successfully holding 
lands against opposition and attack, gives a good title of ownership…A few families 
combined and occupied certain vacant lands. They built a Pa, a proceeding which 
constitutes the first important act of ownership…Cultivation went on, fisheries 
and bird woods were resorted to and marked off, eel-weirs were made, boundary 
pou set up, a generation passed and another, the sub-tribe became established. If 
this sub-tribe was asked to prove its rights it would first point to its Pa…It would 
next point to its cultivations, eel-weir, bird and fish preserves, boundary posts and 
burial grounds. These boundary posts have not been removed, neither has the Pa 
been attacked, the cultivation and the burial grounds remain as proof of the 
continuous burning of domestic fires, ‘ahi ka-roa’, the proof is complete as also is 
the right (Stowell, circa 1890s-1920s, p. 19) 
 
The term hapū is widely used to mean a descent group consisting of related whānau and 
were the main operative groups in pre-colonial times (Sissons, Hōhepa & Wīhongi, 2001). 
Anthropologist Raymond Firth describes hapū as a whānau grouping which varied in size 
and whose kin members exercised control over localised whenua and defended it from 
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external threats (1973, p. 371-72; see also Ballara, 1998, p. 19; Bowden, 1979, p. 51). With 
its advantageous topography – its widely visible, central prominence in the landscape; 
fertile soils; and bounded by large surface and subsurface freshwater sources (explored 
later in chapter 5) - the peripheral spaces around Maunga Tauanui/Roto Kererū centre 
were the first areas of permanent kāinga and where the descendants of the first migrants 
to the Tautoro lived out their lives. Settlement here can be likened to what anthropologist 
Jeffery Sissons describes as hapū being ‘…collective becomings, an emergent series of new 
kin-assemblages territorialised…around different ritual centres’ (2013, p. 374). 
 
Utilising the term ‘intense centres’ first coined by French philosopher Gilles Deleuze and 
French psychotherapist Félix Guattari (1972), Sissons - likening ritual centres to intense 
centres explains the notion to be a ‘consolidation of assemblages, [around a specific place 
in a territory] holding people together as effectively as relations of power’ (2013, p. 377). 
The relevancy of my mentioning intense centres here will be revisited and explained 
further in chapter four where we will see new iterations of these intense centres in the 
settler colonial eras of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.  
 
3.2.5.1 Mnemonic Reference Points for Hapū Descendant Groupings  
 
The names of primogenitor rangatira became ‘…mnemonic reference points around 
which the [kin descendant group] narrative was woven’ (Sissons, Hohepa & Wīhongi, 
2001, p. 82). Moreover, Kawharu and Newman explain that mnemonic reference points 
worked as an identity category where individuals or whānau described their hapū to 
denote identity through connections to ancestors who exercised control over certain 
lands (2018, p. 50). In section 3.2.1 both Sadler (2019) and Munn (1981) gave accounts 
as to the named, first settler groups of Tautoro. There, Sadler provided kōrero indicating 
that the hapū that became known over time as Ngāti Moerewa were named after the 
ancestress Moerewa(rewa), daughter of Nukutawhiti. Additionally, Munn stated that the 
hapū group that became known over time as Ngāti Manu were also first inhabitants.  
 
According to a description given by Murupaenga Winiana (Ngāti Manu, Ngāti Hine) in 
1903, “the meaning of this Ngāti Manu name comes from the death of our ancestor Tohe 
at Ripiro [Ripiro beach, near Bayly’s Beach, Dargaville, west coast of Northland]. He was 
eaten by birds, that is why that name Ngāti Manu is given to us” (Papatupu Block 
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Committee Minute Book 27, p. 37). As kinsfolk with shared origins to Rāhiri and his home 
community of Hokianga - in the pursuit of a suitable homeland, intermarriage and 
collective reorganisation into an individual hapū group - Ngāti Manu are referred to as 




Table 9: Whakapapa showing the descent connection between the ancestor Rāhiri through to the 
descendant hapū - later known as Ngāti Manu. Image source: Henare et al., (2009, p. 72). 
Mana whenua was sustained by Ngāti Manu through take tūpuna (ancestral rights) who 
protected their rights through ahi kā at kāinga built on or near various vantage points on 
the Tautoro lands; establishing cultivations nearby and designating areas for their urupā 
and wāhi tapu (Munn, 1981, pp. 12-13). While settlement occurred at Tautoro, ‘another 
branch of Ngāti Manu…were still primarily concentrated in the area of the Lower Waihou 
in Hokianga’ (ibid., p. 14), suggesting that the kāinga at Tautoro was ‘…probably only a 
satellite whānau complex of Ngāti Manu…established to increase the mana of the hapū by 
increasing its land holdings’ (Henare et al., 2009, p. 80).  
 
Another example is the ancestor Tupuārangi, a great, great-grandson of Rāhiri, who 
founded the Ngāti Rangi kin group in the Taiamai area and consolidated hapū identity in 
the name of his mother, the ancestress Rangiheketini who was the great-granddaughter 
of Rāhiri. Ngāti Moerewa have whakapapa connections to Tautoro through descent lines 





Table 10: Whakapapa charting the descent lines of several hapū associated with the Tautoro area. 
Image source: (Sissons, Hōhepa & Wīhongi, 2001, p. 114). 
Henare et al., explain that the marriage of Whakahotu (Rāhiri descent) to Utuhanga 
(Nukutawhiti descent), connect the two descent lines (2013, p. 104) (see table 8). Both 
Ngāti Rangi and Ngāti Moerewa retained their identity as descendants of these early 
ancestors and continued to be named after them. Given the close genealogical links 
between the hapū, groups mixed and lived nearby to one another (e.g., Ngāti Manu 
descendants lived near Puketaka while Ngāti Moerewa descendants lived near maunga 
Tauanui - shown later in section 3.2.5.4, map 5). Rights to resources were often shared 
and any boundaries between kin groups were acknowledged but were fluid (Te Reo 
Waikaramihi o Tautoro, 2017, p. 18). These groups moved between places over an 
extensive area in the Taiāmai and Bay of Islands locality. Ngāti Rangi in particular, 
occupied lands west of Pouerua, Ohāewai including settlements at Ngāwhā and Tautoro 






Map 4: The areas of residence and influence of several Taiamai area hapū circa 1800s. Although 
Ngāti Rangi is not included in this map, they were well established in the wider Taiamai area, 
including Tautoro (marked with the white star). So too were the hapū groups of Ngāti Whakahotu, 
Ngāti Kiriahi, Te Ngāre Hauata and Te Whānau Whero. Image source Henare et al., (2013, p. 28). 
 
In her explanation of the triad of Ngāti Rangi factions living in the wider Northland area, 
Tautoro kuia Winnie Leach explains that Ngāti Rangi was a well-established hapū of 
Ngāpuhi and a powerful group (2018, personal communication, 22 June). Henare et al., 
demonstrate the nature of the division based on whānau and hapū organisational 
hierarchy and the order of seniority:  
‘[t]he name Ngāti Rangi derives from Rangiheketini and was continued through 
Tupuārangi and the daughters of Haua and Taratikitiki. The senior line comes 
from Kawhi (nama tahi); the next (nama rua) comes from Rauahine; and the third 
line through Matawhaua (nama toru, the junior line) through Te Aotutuhunga, 
younger brother of Te Korohū. The second line settled around Te Ngāwhā, 
including Heta Te Haara. The third line is at Matarāua’ (2013, pp. 105-106). 
 
Sadler confirms the three divisions of the Ngāti Rangi hapū, at Tautoro, at Ngāwhā and 
Taiamai and at Matarāua, with the Tautoro faction of Ngāti Rangi being Ngāti Rangi nama 
tahi or Ngāti Rangi of the senior genealogical line under the tuakana whakapapa (senior 
genealogy) of Kawhi, the granddaughter of Whakahotu and a direct descendant of the 






Table 11: Whakapapa of Ngāti Rangi nama tahi. Image Source: Sadler (2010b, p. 3). 
 
The jurisdiction of Ngāti Rangi ‘covered Puketona (Waiwhariki Pā) over Matarāua, 
Tautoro, Ngāwhā, Taiamai’ with the Tautoro area known as ‘te ohonga’ (cradle) of its 
territory (Henare et al., 2013, p. 106).  
 
3.2.5.2 The Displacement of Ngāti Manu from Tautoro 
 
It is uncertain how long Ngāti Manu were resident in Tautoro; however academic Angela 
Ballara asserts that although Ngāti Manu:  
‘…were originally a people of Tautoro, south of Kaikohe, quarrels with Ngāti Toki 
in Pomare’s lifetime drove them away…Pōmare and other chiefs led groups to 
establish pā and villages at Kororāreka (Russell), Matauwhi, Otuihu, Waikare and 
Te Kāretu’ (1990; see map 4 for a positioning of Kāretu relative to Tautoro).27  
 
Leach confirms the withdrawal of Ngāti Manu from Tautoro, maintaining that mana 
whenua in Tautoro was obtained by other hapū through take raupatu (land right 
obtained by conquest) and solidified by continuous occupation by the likes of Ngāti Rangi, 
Ngāti Moerewa and other smaller hapū branches (2018, personal communication, 22 
June). A possible reason for this expulsion from the Tautoro area is provided by Ngāti 
Hine rangatira Kaka Te Hakiro Porowini in 1909 where he talked of a clash between Ngāti 
Whakahotu and Ngāti Manu occurring in Tautoro: 
“[t]he descendants of Tupumanawapa are Ngāti Whakahotu; and the descendants 
of Rāwheao were Ngāti Manu. The dispute was about some flax belonging to Ngāti 
Whakahotu which was cut by Ngāti Manu. The flax was known as Kariparipa 
[Ngāti Manu cut some that belonged to Ngāti Whakahotu]. Tupu [Tupuārangi], 
Rāwheao and Te Waha were occupying this land at this time. Ngāti Whakahotu 
then took possession of some land at Puketaka belonging to Ngāti Manu” (Henare, 
 
27 According to Ballara (1990) the rangatira Pōmare, originally known as Whetoi, was the son of Puhi of 
Ngāti   Manu (with whakapapa to Ngāti Rangi, Ngāti Rāhiri and Ngāti Hine hapū) and was born in the latter 
half of the eighteenth century. 
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et al., 2013, pp. 397-398; the positionality of these two places is shown later in 
section 3.2.5.4, map 5).  
 
Further information on this incident is provided by Maera Kuao (grandson of paramount 
Ngāti Rangi leader Kuao) at the Papatupu Block Committee hearings explaining that: 
“[k]a whakatō a Kahuru nei i te korari ki Kariparipa. Ko te ingoa o te korari he 
Kaikatipu. Ka kotia ngā korari e Hau rāua ko Kopi, nō Ngāti Manu ēnei tangata…Ka 
hē ngā tāngata, ka tangohia mai anō ngā whenua. Ka haere a Hau rāua ko Kopi ki 
te pā ki Motuwhārangi. 
 
Kahuru planted flax at Kariparipa [see tables 10 and 11 for whakapapa]. The name 
of the flax is Kaikatipu. Hau and Kopi cut/harvested the flax. Hau and Kopi were 
from Ngāti Manu. When these people did wrong, the land was taken off them. Hau 
and Kopi went to the pā at Motuwhārangi” (Leach, 1905, private collection). 
 
Despite these versions of kōrero offering different names for the type of flax cut by 
members of Ngāti Manu, the transgression of rights to a specific kōrari (flax) variant 
warranted removal from the land. When discussing the significance of flax in Tautoro and 
the events following the cutting of a specific variety by Ngāti Manu members, according 
to Leach (herself an expert weaver of flax fibres and a direct descendant of rangatira 
Maera Kuao):  
“there were several kinds of traditional kōrari, used because of their special 
properties like strength, flexibility, their colour or softness when harvested and 
worked. There were pā kōrari [flax plantations] not far from hilltop pā like Haunga 
nui and Puketaka… located in wetlands like Te Waitoto situated between Puketaka 
and Haunga nui. Certain garments made from specific kōrari varieties were highly 
prized […] It [the quarrel] shows how important the understanding of tikanga and 
boundaries around resource use are to keep [a peaceful] balance within [the] 
area” (2019, personal communication, 7 November).  
 
Sissons et al. (2001, p. 43) explain that by 1815, Ngāti Manu were residing in a territory 
extending from Kororāreka to the south of the Waikare inlet (see map 4). The 
implications of this vacation of the land by Ngāti Manu were far-reaching in terms of 
shaping the occupation patterns for Ngāti Moerewa and the Tautoro faction of Ngāti 
Rangi who remained on the land. It can be said that although Ngāti Manu did not continue 
as a distinctively identifiable hapū entity in the Tautoro area, remnants of whakapapa 
that had either intermarried with Ngāti Moerewa and Ngāti Rangi members or perhaps 
as a result of political or economic necessity, became absorbed into the remaining hapū 
groups. In the post Ngāti Manu era of settlement (from approximately the early 
nineteenth century), Ngāti Rangi and Ngāti Moerewa were recognised as having the 
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strongest mana whenua rights over the land and waterscape (Sissons et al., 2001, p. 127, 
see also Henare et al., 2013, p. 106). The lands in the immediate vicinity of Maunga 
Tautoro, Maunga Tauanui – the heartland of the Mōtatau 5 block - continued to be the 
primary settlement area for them (the positionality of these places is shown later in 
section 3.2.5.4, map 5).  
 
3.2.5.3 He Maha Ngā Uri o Rāhiri (The Many Descendants of Rāhiri) 
 
Traditional land use, continuous intergenerational land occupation and cultural 
association with Tautoro whenua and wai was not limited to Ngāti Manu, Ngāti Rangi and 
Ngāti Moerewa. The life-supporting capacity of the Tautoro valley topography and the 
accompanying place and meaning making extended to other descendant hapū of Rāhiri. 
As migration in the area increased over time the descendant population increased. 
Descendants intermarried with hapū from local and external bases, forming new hapū 
sub-groups and established themselves on parts of the land. For example, Ngāti 
Whakahotu descend from the paramount tūpuna Whakahotu, who was the son of 
Tupuārangi (see tables 8 and 10). Furthermore, through known whakapapa connections 
other whānau groups came to reside in Tautoro and established themselves a base inland, 
away from coastal areas where competition over marine resources was intense (Te Reo 
Waikaramihi o Tautoro, 2017, p. 19). The right to settle and utilise resources provided by 
the natural environment extended to the more recent hapū groups who were either 
neighbours, kin relations or both. The remaining hapū groups acknowledged as having 
mana whenua in Tautoro are Te Ngāre Hauata, Ngāti Kiriahi, Te Whānau Whero and Ngāi 
Tawake (Te Reo Waikaramihi o Tautoro, 2017, p. 19).28 Although these kin groups share 
whakapapa from the lines of Nukutawhiti, some smaller groups were formed in more 
recent times (e.g., Ngāti Kiriahi and Te Whānau Whero) but nevertheless had kin group 
rights and exercised mana over areas on the Mōtatau 5 block.  
 
While it is outside the scope of this thesis to delve into the storied histories and 
associations these other hapū have to the Tautoro landscape, their mentioning here is 
made in recognition of the various interests of a much larger number of hapū who are 
tangata whenua here. These hapū groups had close relationships with Ngāti Moerewa, 
 
28 These interests were expressed at several Tautoro Hapū Authority establishment meetings throughout 
2017 and 2018.  
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Ngāti Rangi and Ngāti Manu. These groups tended to move over a wide area in the 
Taiamai and Bay of Islands regions, but all had kāinga bases on the hills and in valley 
areas surrounding the focal points of Maunga Tauanui and Roto Kererū. From time to 
time the hapū groups listed here lived together side by side on the Tautoro landscape, 
with some groups forming alliances with hapū from neighbouring regions to repel 
external threats to local resources (see Sissons et al., 2001 for further discussions on the 
Southern Alliance; see also Ballara, 1998; see also Henare et al., 2009). Depending on the 
period or season, more than one hapū group may have cultivated the same area or 
accessed resources from beyond a known boundary, and so different rights and claims to 
places and resources existed. Where such actions took place, they were often checked 
with the group who were known to exercise mana whenua in that area. Without doubt, 
an agreement would have been reached between the established holders of mana 
whenua in Tautoro and newer hapū groups for occupation and shared use of whenua and 
wai to occur. 
 
The accounts outlined over the past three subsections have culturally mapped hapū 
identity, ancestor affiliation and mana whenua in Tautoro. The following passage - in line 
with Hogg’s estimation of close to seven thousand archaeologically mapped pā in New 
Zealand, of which “…there is a great deal we don’t know about them…” (2020) - will detail 
hapū association with certain pā that provided security to major sacred sites, adjacent 
papakāinga (settlements, communal villages) and mahinga kai. Their infrastructural 
presence, shaped on rising landscapes ensured thriving traditional food and natural fibre 
economies and supported widespread traditional hapū life.  
 
3.2.5.4 The Advent of Kāinga and Pā on the Tautoro Landscape  
 
Hogg describes pā as “fortified villages…often [with] a surrounding palisade for 
protection. These developed a little later than the unfortified villages or kāinga. It is the 
fortification that makes the difference between the two” (Roa & Hogg, 2020). Ngāti 
Maniapoto academic Tom Roa clarifies Hogg’s distinction between kāinga and pā saying 
that: 
 “…it depends on what time period we are talking about because when intertribal 
was rife the pā was a fortified village […] [they were] places for defence from any 
kind of attack…the defence was of primarily horticultural, fishing, both freshwater 
and seawater fishing, hunting and gathering spaces. Pā were extremely important 
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in the defence of those areas that people held mana and authority over, of which 
they had to defend at times” (Roa & Hogg, 2020). 
 
Going on the assertion made by Hogg (see also Sutton, Furey & Marshall, 2003, pp. 1, 234), 
that kāinga came first, directs the pathway of inquiry for this section to exploring the 
evolution of kāinga on the Tautoro landscape – from a campfire around which the first 
descendants of Nukutawhiti sat around near Roto Kererū; to the kāinga Arapata Te Pohue 
(the largest and main communal living area) and Te Ōpou (the first marae in Tautoro); 
through to the six key defensive pā strategically placed around te pito o te hāpori (see 
section 1.5.1) but also about the meaning of kāinga and pā in the construction of hapū 
social identity and a physical expression of what was important to tangata whenua over 
the centuries – in this case the protection and maintenance of soil and water.  
 
Furthermore, to identify those soil and water areas that are socio-culturally important - 
which have already undergone significant colonial influenced agrarian transformations 
over the past one hundred and twenty years - are again potentially vulnerable in the face 
of a new phase of terrestrial transformation influenced by a global avocado and kiwifruit 
boom which is itself influenced by global trends in food culture (Coriolis, 2019).  
 
The expansion of a hapū homeland outwards from Maunga Tauanui/Roto Kererū centre 
encompassed several key kāinga sites. Archaeologists Douglas Sutton, Louise Furey, and 
Yvonne Marshall describe kāinga as ‘…undefended open settlements’ (2003, p. 6). 
Similarly, Best asserts that kāinga - in the landscapes that permit it - were in peripheral 
areas of pā sites which may not have been fortified but located in open places. He goes on 
to say that kin groups spent much of their time outside pā defences ‘…in unfortified 
hamlets, merely retiring to their pā when expecting to be attacked’ (1975, p. 3).  
 
Additionally, Henare et al. acknowledge that ‘hapū centres of influence are usually based 
around marae and kāinga and their attendant wāhi tapu [and] mahinga kai…’ (2013, p. 
109). Ethnographer Elsdon Best explains that ‘[s]pecial names were assigned to nearly 
all fortified hamlets and villages, such names being distinct from the name of the place 






Table 12: Whakapapa between the ancestor Rāhiri and his Ngāti Rangi and Ngāti Moerewa descendants through to Maera Kuao, through to myself the 
author (2014, Sadler, personal communication 23 September). 
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renowned papakāinga site Te Pohue as evidenced by testimony provided by Maera Kuao, 
a direct descendant of Rāhiri (see table 12).29  
  
In 1909 Maera Kuao stated to the Papatupu Block Committee the principal kāinga on the 
block was Arapata Te Pohue where he resided (Northern Minute Book 41, Mōtatau No 5, 
pp. 304-308). Maera goes on to state that there were kāinga on many parts of the block, 
particularly on those areas surrounding Maunga Tauanui with cultivations close at hand 
(ibid). Te Pohue was the main papakāinga situated near to Haunga nui, Haunga iti and 
maunga Tauanui with extensive gardens in its vicinity (see map 5) (Matene, Leach, & 
Matene 2015, p. 18). Kaumātua Bill (Tuaka) Matthews verifies that the ‘first marae in 
Tautoro was called Te Opou. This whare [meeting house] was situated on the 
southwestern slopes of Haunga iti pā site. The second marae in the area was known as Te 
Pohue which was situated at the foot of Haunga iti pā’ (1981, private collection). 
 
Other key kāinga clustered in the vicinity of Maunga Tauanui, Haunga nui and Haunga iti 
(each with their own unique stories and histories – the details of which are outside the 
scope of this present research) include Te Riu, Te Hawera, Te Tōtara, Ruataniwha and 
Whangai Paraoanui (see map 5 for locations). These kāinga were occupied by the 
descendants of Tupuārangi, Whakahotu, Kuao (see tables 8, 9, 10, and 12 for whakapapa 
chart references) and by those hapū listed in section 3.2.5.3 who lived and cultivated for 
many generations up until the end of the first quarter of the twentieth century. 
  
Regarding pā, a first-hand account recorded in Frederick Maning’s 1863 book titled Old 
New Zealand explains a seventeenth and eighteenth-century hapū pā environment in 
the following way: 
‘…the inhabitants of the fort, though so numerous, were merely the population of 
the country in the close vicinity. Now from the top of one of these pointed, 
trenched and terraced hills. I have counted twenty others, all equally large 
dimensions, and all within a distance, in every direction of fifteen to twenty miles; 
and native traditions affirms that each of these hills was the stronghold of a 
separate clan, bearing its distinctive name. There is also the most unmistakable 
evidence that vast tracks of country, which have lain wild time out of mind, were 
once fully cultivated’ (cited in Best, 1975, p. 25). 
 
29 Maera Kuao was the son of Iraia Kuao and grandson of Kuao. Kuao senior was known in Ngāpuhi as the 
‘Upper Jaw of Ngāti Rangi’ and known as ‘a priestly expert and paramount chief in the area…Kuao was the 
authority…he had the status of a lord [and] had great mana over this land and the surrounding blocks. His 





Map 5: The Tautoro landscape. According to whakapapa kōrero sourced interviews with kaumātua 
and kuia, the high producing soil areas of Tōpaihua were concentrated within the dotted brown zone 
near to key kāinga and pā sites. The blue outlined areas represent key water sources. The red star 
marks the location of my whānau papakāinga area and my family home, the location where this thesis 
was written. Source: RetroLens.  
Providing further context, Tane portrays pā environs including cultivations in the three 
centuries prior to colonisation ‘…as political expressions of hapū authority and economic 
hubs that captured carriers of energy (carbohydrates, proteins) from land, water and 
associated resources’ (2018, p. 69). Illustrating the economic utility of pā and associated 
settlements, Firth describes them as centres of economic life for whānau, with each 
kāinga being composed of both close and distantly related households, functioning as 
economic units (1927, p. 124). Pā harnessed the local landscape for the subsistence of 
hapū with nearby access to freshwater a paramount factor in its location (Best, 1975, p. 
101; see also Sutton, Furey & Marshall 2003, pp. 5-7); see also Anderson 2015, pp. 76-
77). Hogg explains that:  
“…pā were often close to waterways that would contain eel and freshwater mussel 
and other food sources, also kūmara, which were very important to Māori. Kūmara 
growing started in the Pacific Islands where they could grow two crops a year and 
Te Ōpou Stream 
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so there was less incentive to have defended spaces to preserve foods stocks. In 
New Zealand it is more temperate and only one kūmara crop a year can be 
grown…therefore it was vital that that crop be defended” (2020).  
Anderson’s work adopts a similar view albeit venturing deeper into the practical, 
spiritual and cultural outcomes of pā existence: 
‘[t]he role of pā sites has been interpreted variously since they were first seen 
from the sea by outsiders, in 1769, on which occasion Tupaia, the Society Islands 
scholar on the Endeavour, suggested that they were religious structures while 
Cook declared them to be forts. I think both were correct. Pā sites reflected the 
vulnerability of people and their food stores at a time of increasing population 
density, but it was not just that. Throughout the Pacific, in populations of much 
higher density than in New Zealand, and more strongly dependent upon 
agriculture, there was frequent warfare in the scarcity or absence of forts; Hawaii, 
Tahiti, and highland New Guinea are examples. One possible reason for that might 
be an important difference in the seasonality of production. In the tropical Pacific 
most root crops would produce twice a year or more often and there was, in 
addition, a wide range of additional food plants, many cropping all year round. 
Periodic warfare might result in some crop or store losses, but far from all. In 
temperate New Zealand, however, horticulture—for the most part— meant 
producing one crop of kūmara each year at a predictable time. Protection of that 
single harvest for food and seed tubers was consequently more critical and 
became increasingly so as reliance upon horticulture developed in northern New 
Zealand during the middle phase [AD 1450 - 1650] and later. It might be that factor 
which, more than any others, created a distribution of pā sites that maps so 
precisely the distribution of horticulture. Critical seasonality of production in 
temperate New Zealand may have been an important factor in the origin of pā but, 
as Geoffrey Irwin argued, it is not just about the vegetables; identity, status and 
military strength were also on display […] In addition, pā might also be considered 
as religious or ritual features…the tensions arising from growing population 
density on and around horticultural lands created an increasing need for groups 
to protect their ritual assets - ancestor carvings, godsticks, bundled bones and 
other sacred things. The pā became a sanctuary for clan spirits as much as it 
offered safe storage and protection for people’ (2016, pp. 13-14; see also 
Mihaljevic, 1973, p. 150 who proposes that in many cases pā were tri-functional 
in terms of a settlement, fortress and temple…or some mixture of all three’). 
 
Considering these perspectives on pā, the Tautoro valley area (presented in map 5) - 
where kāinga and mahinga kai were spread out over its ancient lava floor (see map 1) 
and its surrounding foothills had several imposing pā sites – were physical, interlinking 
‘expressions of connection[s]’ between soil, gardens, food, water, home and people 




3.2.5.5 Landscape Surveys and Supplementary Whakapapa Kōrero on Key Tautoro Pā and 
Mahinga Kai30 
 
To date, there have been no detailed archaeological investigations in the Tautoro area. 
This is likely due to no visible surface structures remaining (i.e., palisade posts destroyed 
by farming practices and cattle grazing) as well as the resources required (expense, time 
and effort). However, in June 1965, three site records in Tautoro were logged by Robert 
Lawn who was a government Land and Survey Department ranger in the 1960s. He was 
an archaeological enthusiast and recorded numerous sites in Northland onto the 
archaeological database of the time held by the New Zealand Archaeological Association 
(NZAA) – logging two Tautoro pā sites at the time (Haunga nui/Haunga iti NZAA Site 
Number – P06/4; and Lake Kererū NZAA Site Number – P06/5; see map 5). Lawn 
completed a field survey of these sites (i.e., non-intrusive exploration compared to an 
archaeological investigation which is intrusive). It is not clear what level of involvement 
the wider hapū community had in Lawn’s survey; however, permission was granted by 
whānau members living close to the sites for a site visit and walk-through. Lawn 
describes Haunga nui and Haunga iti pā sites in the following way:   
‘we saw three shallow pits on the first top and on the top overlooking the small 
crater. Wide levels (terraces) are seen around the base and up the slope of this pā 
and on the North side there are scoria walls supporting the levels. These pā are 
impressive, especially the larger one with its stone walling…site [P06/4] was 
obviously the place where the Māori went to when attacked. I have marked a 
possible pa site on clear farmland to the south about ½ a mile. This is on Kaikohe 
Land Development Land [Puketaka pā]. There was evidently a large population 
living in this locality… and lived in this area within [a] ½ mile radius of this 
feature.’ (1965) 
 
Regarding Roto Kererū (NZAA Site Number – P06/5), Lawn wrote:  
‘[there is an] island set in the northern end of the crater lake below the high hill 
on which is located Tauanui trig. The island is wooded and covers approximately 
several acres rising to some 50ft. The undergrowth is sparse as stock has access. 
The island is terraced and there is evidence that burials took place either on the 
terraces or on the sloping sides. The original lake level was up to the bush edge 
and its mark can be seen much higher. The lake dropped in the 1930s and is now 
at a low level. Trees are scattered along the lake on the West also and the lake is 
set in a natural basin with rocky sides along the bush edges. The large hill on the 
 
30 Note – These are not the only pā located on the Tautoro landscape but are the most visible in narrative 
as well as in a physical sense. The pā mentioned here are more associated te pito o te hāpori and key sacred 
areas of cultural significance. They are also with those pā located within the water drawdown area of 
Oranga Kai Limited Partnership (ex - Honey Tree Farms Ltd) resource consent application (app .03958) 
made in 2017. 
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North is shown as Tauanui Trig and a perfect crater can be observed. I did not see 
any signs of fortifications on this hill. There are no signs of pits or other 
occupational evidence in or around Tauanui. The Northlander 1965 cites this hill 
as Taunganui or ‘big settlement’. The actual settlement was on flat, easy land to 
the West where gardens must have been located’ (1965). 
 
Using his in-depth knowledge of Tautoro whakapapa, generational sequencing and 
whakapapa kōrero Sadler asserts that by the early 1700s the pā described above were 
constructed by Ngāti Manu on prominent hills with several kāinga in their vicinity 
(Henare et al., 2013, pp. 53, 398; see map 5). Iraia Kuao confirms as such declaring that 
by 1840 these pā were preeminent on the landscape and belonged to the descendants of 
Tupuārangi at the time (Northern Minute Book 41, Mōtatau No 5, p. 308; see subsection 
3.2.5.1 and tables 9, 10 and 11 for references to Tupuārangi). This correlates with earlier 
assertions made in subsection 3.2.5.1 that Ngāti Manu had been removed from Tautoro 
and were living elsewhere near the Bay of Islands. Kaumātua Hohipa (Joe) Matene 
distinguishes Haunga nui, Haunga iti and Puketaka as pā maioro - flat-topped pā with 
terraced sides; strongly fortified and were important settlements utilised over 
generations (2018, personal communication, 22 June; see Matene, J, Leach, W & Matene, 
M 2015, p. 17; see Best, 1975, p. 17; see also Sutton et al., 2003, pp. 5-7 who define pā 
maioro as a fortified place with defences consisting of rampart and ditch earthworks as 
well as stockades; see map 5).31  
 
Likewise, Reverend and kaumātua Waiohau Rui (Ben) Te Haara - whose mātua (parents) 
and tūpuna lived near Maunga Tauanui on the Mōtatau 5 block in the late nineteenth and 
early twentieth century – confirms the volcanic soil, water sources and kāinga spaces met 
the needs of many hapū over multiple generations.32 The pā, constructed over 
generations and with 360 degree views of the landscape, looked inwards – providing 
safety and confidence for kai stores, people and water sources and watched outwards - 
repelling thoughts of large-scale attack with their imposing stature (2018, personal 
communication, 18 October). On this, Sadler comments that in consideration of 
whakapapa kōrero, or at least the whakapapa kōrero that we are aware of today, oral 
narratives do not speak of rising incidences or a high frequency of warfare on the Tautoro 
landscape, at least in the time periods of what Anderson describes as the ‘inferred process 
 
31 Robert Lawn in his assessment of Haunga nui and Haunga iti Pā sites (NZAA Site Number – P06/4) 
confirms the nature and extent of the earthworks on the sites.  
32 Ben Te Haara was Bishop of Te Tai Tokerau for the Anglican church (1992 – 2001).  
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of change - AD 1450-1650 and the late state of variation - AD 1650-1800’ (2016, p. 3). For 
Sadler:  
‘Tautoro was not a centre of conflict but rather history records it as a place of 
shelter. In the traditional song composed by Tāoho, [a late eighteenth and 
nineteenth century the leader of Te Roroa tribal grouping with mana whenua on 
the west coast of Northland between Hokianga and Kaipara harbours; see Te 
Roroa, 2014], his words encapsulate this theme in the following words ‘…kahore 
ia nei, e, ko te tohu o te mate. Whakapiri noa ake tāua, e, ngā rākau tuhaha i a 
Karawai rā, e…,’ (there is nought but omens of death. Let us in our plight seek 




Table 13: Whakapapa table showing the mana whakahaere or descent of leadership from Rāhiri 
through to Karawai the grandfather of Kuao, leader of Ngāti Rangi nama tahi at 1840. Image source, 
Sadler (2010b, p. 5). 
Sadler’s referral to the Tautoro rangatira Karawai (see table 13 for whakapapa 
reference), who was leader of Ngāti Rangi nama tahi at Tautoro in the late eighteenth 
century, is used to highlight a theme of Tautoro being a place of retreat and shelter by 
those who sought refuge from wider regional conflicts as frequent tribal warfare 
increased throughout the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century (see Anderson, 
2016, p. 3; see also Sissons et al. 2001). Sadler promotes the continuance of this ‘shelter 
in Tautoro’ theme in the post-signing of Te Tiriti o Waitangi period where war broke out 
with the British, highlighting that the famous Ngāpuhi leader Hone Heke ‘…was wounded 
in a skirmish in 1845 and was taken firstly to Ohaeawai (where a section of Ngāti Rangi 
from Tautoro reside) before being taken to Kuao and Takurua [see whakapapa table 12] 
to recuperate and recover. Heke remained at Tautoro and wrote to Governor Grey from 
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his kāinga there’ (2010b, p. 7; Lawn also records an account sourced from local hapū 
members indicating that Heke stayed at Haunga nui for a time and lived in the area after 
he was wounded in battle, 1965). The central, Tautoro and Tauanui hill landscapes and 
wild remoteness offered protection and biodiversity - both of which were bolstered by 
the presence of well-fortified pā. 
 
To understand why early hapū decided to build and maintain mana whenua in this 
homeland, in this inland valley, it is important recognise the value of its abundance in 
micro-fauna laden soil, potable freshwater sources and tuna bearing waterways to hapū. 
As shown in map 6 below, the areas surrounding Maunga Tauanui, Maunga Tautoro and 
Roto Kererū featured several important named mahinga kai, puna wai ora (freshwater 
springs) and rohe kōreporepo (wetland areas) which were all located within proximity to, 
and as support for, papakāinga. The many dozens of small individual whānau and 
communal hapū mahinga kai were collectively known as Tōpaihua33 (see map 5). 
 
 
Map 6: Tautoro sample of the Punakitere Survey geological map compiled with data from the New Zealand Lands 
and Survey Department. The red geological colour (KV3) emanating from Roto Kererū volcanic centre (bottom 
left) indicates an igneous rock field – a flood plain made up of basalt with intermittent scoria cones. Sedimentary 
rocks represented by the sage green geological colour (MAt - shale) and pale green (MAp - sandstone) indicative 
of a mixture of clay soil types. Source: (Hay, 1960). Although not strictly bounded, the cultivation areas of 
Tōpaihua were concentrated in those areas close to pā and water sources (see map 5 for reference). 
 
33 Whakatō means to plant or instil seed into soil. When abbreviated and joined with pai meaning to be 
good, as well as the word hua meaning to yield produce or be abundant, the name Tōpaihua means a good 
place to plant.  
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The reddish and dark brown volcanic soils which formed on the third Taheke basalt lava 
flow field (see section 3.1) are fertile, being abundant in iron and aluminium. Known as 
Kiripaka boulder silt loam (KB), the top and sub soils on the flow (see map 6) are well-
draining with significant amounts of scoria and basalt chips and rocks making the soil 
‘…friable…and very fine [or] granular in structure’ (Northland Regional Council Soil Fact 
Sheet, n.d.). The sandy nature of the topsoil, the presence of heat absorbing scoria and 
basalt rocks and its low moisture content allows soils in the area to warm up quickly 
creating soil conditions (as close as possible) to that of Eastern Polynesia. The gardening 
techniques employed by hapū members combined with ideal soil allowed food crops to 
thrive in cultivations. In the context of this community, cultivations refer to defined plots 
of land where eastern Polynesian heritage food crops such as kūmara and taro were 
grown (the latter being grown on the banks of streams, springs and wetlands due to their 
greater need for moisture, e.g., Te Waitoto, Te Ōpou tributaries, see map 5). Furey points 
out that ‘of all the cultigens, kūmara is tolerant of the widest range of conditions’ (2006, 
p. 11). With no looming hills and mountains inhibiting sun light, Tōpaihua, along with 
good plant husbandry skills provided ideal growing conditions to ward off issues brought 
about by Northland’s cooler winter temperatures. Kōrari were grown here and parareka 
(fern root) were harvested. Post-European contact, rīwai (potatoes) were grown.34 From 
the outset, the establishment of cultivations were nestled between existing hills, gullies 
and nearby ridges of clay sandstone (e.g., Puketaka). Loose surface basalt rock was 
gathered to make way for cultivations. Rocks were used in the construction of boundary 
walls, built to provide terraces, windbreaks and drainage systems.  
 
The significance of Tautoro soil fertility in gardening terms and in its large population 
was recognised by early European visitors to the area. Sissons et al. (2001, p. 127) draw 
attention to an expedition made by Church Missionary Society representative Samuel 
Marsden who …’recorded that many of the Taiamai people were cultivating rich soil…at 
Tautoro when he visited the area in 1819…[where he saw]…a large number of 
people…cultivating a rich soil with sweet and common potatoes [kumara and peruperu 
varieties]’.  
 
34 The post-contact period marked an era of economic growth and trade between Bay of Islands hapū and 
Pākehā (settlers of European descent). Inland hapū like Ngāti Rangi were actively engaged in the harvest 




In his exploration and evangelising of the wider Bay of Islands area, Marsden is likely to 
have been the first Anglican missionary to visit Tautoro and witness several hapū 
maintaining their food cultivation traditions and generating a subsistence economy. 
Using local customary practices for kai (food, nutritious substance) production from local 
natural sources for local needs, hapū heritage, sustenance needs and wellbeing were 
nurtured. Hirini Tau recognises that Tōpaihua straddled the main pā around Maunga 
Tauanui and was key to sustaining the fresh food supply to the surrounding population:  
“this area including Tauanui and Kererū was an asset to our tūpuna and our hapū 
prior to the tight grip that colonisation brought to the land and the people. Its 
properties were an asset to the local hapū territory in its 
time…intergenerationally owned by whānau. Hua whenua grown in this area 
provided nutritional benefits to the wider community…the gardens were well 
placed to meet the seasonal demands, particularly when it came to hosting 
manuhiri on marae or visiting other marae outside of Tautoro. Whānau members 
took pride in the size and amounts of their produce and would take it [produce] 
as koha to other areas” (2019, personal communication, 3 May). 
 
Tane reinforces the value of local food production for local needs acknowledging that the 
communal production of kai was central to a flourishing community:  
‘[f]ood represents energy…[and so]…papakāinga were strategically placed to 
capture energy (carbohydrates and protein) of soils and waterways. In this, marae 
and papakāinga could be established or relocated to best access these resources. 





This chapter is the first step in the evidential study of this thesis on clarifying the 
whakapapa relationships and mana whenua interests between hapū and the Tautoro 
land and waterscape. After exploring a variety of locations at the heart of Tautoro, I have 
revealed insights into the historical factors that lead to the terraforming transformations 
of the Tautoro landscape and to the development of local socio-cultural identities. Once 
the early phases of discovery and settlement had been established, hapū turned their 
attention toward the creation of a local Tautoro identity and culture based around 
Maunga Tauanui/Roto Kererū. In their respective tūpuna of different Tautoro hapū such 
as Rāhiri, Tupuārangi, Whakahotu, Kawhi, Karawai and Kuao and their many descendants 
exercised mana whenua over specific areas in the landscape and collectively over the 
Tautoro locality. As Sinclair describes the effects of customary forms of Māori land tenure  
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‘…exerted a stabilising force on the ownership and use of the land. The land could 
only be owned by those who actually lived on it. The land had to be physically 
occupied or worked by hunting, fishing or cropping, and all other claimants had to 
be resisted successfully. Those that let their fires become cold lost their rights 
permanently after a lapse of more than one or two generations. This strengthened 
ownership bonds among tribes and hapū who formed an integrated community 
ready to defend their lands’ (1975, p. 92). 
 
We can see from this chapter that construction of a socio-cultural identity and collective 
tikanga on cultivating and ceremonial practices occurred over this time and was one 
related to a remoteness from the increasing group competitions over resources in the 
wider coastal Northland regions as well as its proximity to parcels of nutrient rich soil 
and bodies of year-round water on and under the landscape.  
 
This chapter has documented the land and water-based histories of the Tautoro hapū 
community and provides an inventory of its collective whakapapa heritage. Not only is 
this useful in reversing Tautoro customary knowledge loss which increases with the 
passing of every kaumātua and kuia but it also provides a critical knowledge basis for 
demonstrating mana whenua interests in the land and waterscape now and into the 
future. This historical knowledge also provides an evidential platform to inform water 
access, use and management and community leadership on these and related matters. 
These points are discussed in further detail in chapters five and six.  
 
Chapter four takes the focus from the multi-layered perspectives of this current chapter 
to a more focused examination of late nineteenth century and early-to-mid twentieth 
century challenges to the Tautoro landscape brought about initially by British - and later 












Chapter Four: Rangatiratanga, Mana Whenua, Mana Wai Curtailed  
 
 
Chapter three documented and substantiated the long-standing mana whenua and mana 
wai connections of several hapū to the Tautoro territory. Chapter four examines the 
progressive disintegration of hapū mana influence over culturally sensitive whenua and 
wai. In doing so, it examines the political and economic foundations of European settler 
colonialism, Māori land alienation, colonial expansion and the centrality of agriculture 
and capitalism following the signing of Te Tiriti o Waitangi in 1840. 
 
The chapter first provides an overview of the impact of settler colonial laws on Tautoro. 
It then discusses the post 1840 Te Tiriti o Waitangi period as a backdrop to investigating 
Crown policy for Māori land. I next turn my attention to the more specific effects of this 
policy context on customary land tenure in Tautoro via the actions of the Tokerau Maori 
Land Council and the Papatupu Block Committee. With customary Māori land tenure 
completely undermined by the introduction of English legal tenure and systems, the next 
major impact on Māori land was the capturing of land as the source for capitalist, agrarian 
development. I discuss the specific developments in the mid-north region to illustrate 
what happened to Tautoro and neighbouring lands with a particular focus on our puna 
(springs). This chapter provides the historico-legal context and community leadership 
response as a detailed backdrop to the next chapter which concentrates on contemporary 
challenges in relation to the springs.  
 
I examine actions of local rangatira Iraia Kuao and subsequent leaders who challenged 
Crown sovereignty especially concerning the Crown’s right to investigate and define title 
over hapū land. The chapter continues its examination of Crown Māori land policy in 
Tautoro by scrutinising the specific partitioning in 1910 of the Mōtatau 5 block including 
Roto Kererū, Maunga Tauanui, Maunga Tautoro. The actions of hapū members to have 
this cultural and legal issue rectified are subsequently outlined.  
 
Finally, the chapter examines the mid-twentieth century circumstances around how the 
key water source in the Tautoro marae catchment area - Te Mātā puna (on Mōtatau 5E 
land block) was alienated from hapū rangatiratanga and into the hands of local 
government under the Public Works Act 1928.  
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The net impact of these alienations was the curtailment of hapū rangatiratanga and mana 
whenua to some of the best arable lands, potable water sources and resource rich areas 
in the region. The effects saw profound social, political and cultural shifts and loss of 
control for hapū and ecological disappearances in the Tautoro environment in the 
remainder of the twentieth century and beyond.  
 
Put another way, the application of laws and policies over a 120-year period concerning 
land and water have directly resulted in the current constraints facing Tautoro now, both 
in terms of reduced title to land and in terms of their capacity to defend their mana and 
rights. This history shapes what and why hapū now focus on issues relating to water and 
land. From a Tautoro perspective, therefore, it is important to comprehensively outline 
the colonial history.35  
 
4.1 A Review of Contextual Factors: Why Look Back at Settler Colonial History Today?  
 
The lives and struggles of hapū today – the views of their lands, their waterways and their 
narrative of injury and loss provide motivation for this chapter to explore what happened 
in the colonial era. For generations, whānau members have passed down the whakapapa 
- the kōrero - in concerning murmurs, in cries of sadness and in exclamations of anger - 
that “our whenua, our maunga, our wai was taken from us”. Via a whakapapa 
methodology and a re-reading of settler colonial political influence in Tautoro, most of 
those murmurs and cries it turns out, are accurate. The degrees of similarity in settler 
colonial treatment and the experiences of hapū throughout Aotearoa (as highlighted by 
the likes of Mutu, 2017 and Ngāti Kahu; Kruger, 2017 and Tūhoe; and Reid, Rout & Tau et 
al., 2017 and Ngāi Tahu) are comparative, however as with whakapapa, the experiences 
are nuanced. What then has been the colonial experience of Tautoro hapū?  
 
35 It should be noted here at the outset that the Waitangi Tribunal has reported on specific claims relating 
to much of the surrounding lands and waterways in the wider Mōtatau block area (see map 3 for boundary 
outline). The investigative reports of historical researcher David Alexander (2006), historians David 
Armstrong and Evald Subasic (2007), historians Vincent O’Malley and Bruce Stirling (2008), historian Paul 
Hamer and law academic Paul Meredith (2016), as well as historian Peter Clayworth (2016) provide 
factually grounded interpretations on a broad range of historical issues occurring in the late nineteenth 
century and early twentieth century. This was a period when the ever-increasing physical, political and 
economic control of the Crown was being exercised in order to open-up Māori land for Pākehā settlement 
and agriculture in Te Tai Tokerau including portions of the Mōtatau blocks of which Tautoro (Mōtatau 5) 
was represented. I therefore refer to their thorough findings to help shape analysis here. Their close studies 
of the Mōtatau block communities ‘…broaden our understanding of how colonialism was practised at the 
local level by turning the spotlight on agents of colonial governance not normally accorded much attention 
in colonial history…’ (Wanhalla, 2015, p. 140). 
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In the process of investigating this question for this chapter. Sadler reminded me that “ka 
whai mai te mana motuhake i te pono. Nā reirā, he aha ngā pono ki roto i te whakapapa o 
Tautoro?” (Real mana [mana tūpuna, mana whenua, mana tangata] comes from truth. 
Therefore, what are the truths in the whakapapa of Tautoro?") (2019, personal 
communication, 19 August). The directive nature of his kōrero at its core asks for an 
assessment of the impacts of ‘settler colonial structures’ (Glenn, 2015 p. 69; see Terruhn, 
2019, p. 3)36 in a Tautoro context (i.e., the loss of hapū rangatiratanga of wai and whenua). 
It also implies the need to restore mana of both people (i.e., a change in the balance of 
settler state power structures that enables ‘…social, political, and economic parity with 
non-Māori’ (Sullivan, 2016, p. 131)) and place (such as improved cultural and 
environmental outcomes via engagement and better collaborative and co-governance 
endeavours). 
 
In the following sections, I provide a whakapapa reading of two specific traumatic 
historical events – the loss, pain and regret of titles to land to te pito o te hāpori - the 
volcanic eruption centre of Roto Kererū, Maunga Tauanui as well as the lifegiving springs 
of Te Mātā - both of which have had great material and cultural consequences today. A 
whakapapa reading of these two events is important. Social scientists John Reid, Matthew 
Rout, Te Maire Tau and Cherryl Smith (Ngāti Apa, Ngā Wairiki, Te Aitanga-a-Hauiti, Ngāti 
Kahungunu, Ngāi Tahu) 2017 work - The Colonising Environment: An Aetiology of the 
Trauma of Settler Colonisation and Land Alienation on Ngāi Tahu Whānau – builds on 
existing theory of indigenous historical trauma and adopts a similar organisational 
strategy to a whakapapa framework of analysis.  
 
They describe an aetiological framework as ‘a form of operationalised map of the 
multifactorial causational parameters that lead to the problems under consideration’ 
(ibid., 2017, p. 18). Their motivations derived from a desire to understand ‘colonial 
trauma’ - those ‘specific traumatising events and a broader atmosphere of threat, 
alienation, marginalisation and humiliation that exists for indigenous people in settler 
 
36 Glenn defines settler colonial structures as those mechanisms derived from colonial state powers which 
at the outset of permanent colonisation of colonies sought to ‘control space, resources, and people not only 
by occupying land but also by establishing an exclusionary private property regime’ (2015, p. 52). A private 
property regime - an infrastructure for placemaking and ‘cultivation and extraction’ (ibid., p. 67) enabled 
landscapes to be delineated and sold. A key aim of this exercise was the realisation of ‘a profitable return 
from the land’ (2015, p. 52). The impact was a ‘stripping of indigenes of their culture and replacing it with 
settler culture’ (ibid., p. 55).  
143 
 
states’ (ibid., 2017, p. 15). Via the lens of land alienation on Ngāi Tahu whānau this critical 
analysis resulted in findings that affirmed the longstanding perception that 
‘intergenerational trauma caused by colonisation is linked to the fundamental and long-
lasting structural changes and psychosocial challenges caused by the ongoing process of 
settler colonisation’ (ibid., 2017, p. 9). Systemic colonialism – or the governmental 
structures that have over time ‘replaced tribal institutions’ and produced privileges in 
certain portions of New Zealand society and inequalities in others – ‘have proved poor at 
meeting the human needs of Māori’ (ibid., 2017, p. 10).37  
 
Positioning the origination of these circumstances squarely on the shoulders of 
colonisation, historian Matt Wynyard (Ngāti Maniapoto, Ngāpuhi) asserts that ‘ongoing 
structural inequality and the over-representation of Māori in any manner of negative 
social statistics from incarceration rates to unemployment, to poorer physical and mental 
health is rooted in [the] violent history of colonisation and the systematic dispossession 
of Māori land and resources’ (2017, p. 24). Furthermore, legal scholar Steven James 
Anaya acknowledges that the ‘backward-looking narrative…used to identify the origins 
and historical continuity of present-day oppression and inequities that affect today's 
indigenous human beings and their communities’ is useful in the ‘[a]ffirmation of 
indigenous group rights, and related remedial measures to secure the enjoyment of these 
rights’ through moral and legal means (2005, p. 241). 
 
Delving through the layers of historic injustices in Ngāi Tahu whakapapa in order to make 
sense of today’s ‘…structural inequalities…economic insecurity, denied access to justice, 
inhibited self-efficacy, disconnected individuals and whānau from the protective social 
fabric of the hapū and from their place identity’, the authors conclude that in order to 
replete the mana of Ngāi Tahu hapū and whānau today energies must be focussed on 
confronting the ‘structural biases and psychosocial challenges of the settler state’ (ibid, 
2017, p. 150).38 The prevalence of this structure in Aotearoa today is recognised by Reid, 
 
37 See for example Johnsen, 2020, who comments on a recent Waitangi Tribunal inquiry into Oranga 
Tamariki (Ministry for Children) and the disproportionate number of Māori children in state care; see also 
Te One, 2020, remarking on the under-representation of Māori in local government politics; see also 
McMullan, 2011, who speaks to the multiple areas of failure within the New Zealand justice system towards 
Māori.  
38 See also Moewaka-Barnes & McCreanor who advocate for the healing possibilities of a Tangata Whenua 
Tangata Ora concept which calls for society wide historical literacy of New Zealand’s narrative in order to 
address historical trauma and thus see the ‘need and possibilities for reconceptualising health and 
wellbeing within a sovereign Māori paradigm’ via increased Māori agency (2019, p. 3).  
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Rout and Tau et al. as the ‘colonial environment’ – an underlying ‘…broader atmosphere 
of threat, alienation, marginalisation and humiliation that exists for indigenous people in 
settler states’ with origins in ‘specific traumatising events’ which continue to traumatize 
whānau and hapū via ‘economic and political instability, arbitrary justice, and constant 
threat’ (2017, pp. 9, 16). Such events have a whakapapa and as legal academic Ani 
Mikaere (Ngāti Raukawa, Ngāti Porou) stresses, in order to recognise and understand 
their impacts and to prevent future cultural, environmental and psychosocial harms, we 
must trace the issues back to their inception for ‘confrontation’ and redress today (2011, 
locs. 1331, 905). For hapū and whānau of Tautoro today, this process and its 
emancipatory outcomes are strongly supported.  
 
4.2 Setting the Stage: Te Tai Tokerau 1840 and Treaty-Making 
 
Five years before the 1840 signing of Te Tiriti o Waitangi, on October 28, 1835, thirty-
four leaders from mainly northern (i.e., Te Tai Tokerau) hapū authorised an agreement 
with the British Crown that recognised their mana whenua status.39 Hapū declared 
themselves as having tino rangatiratanga (substantive self-determination) over their 
customary landscape territories, collectively acting as an independent nation state under 
the authority of the United Tribes of Aotearoa New Zealand. Hapū were recognised as 
having the exclusive right to trade with England under a newly chosen flag: ‘an act 
formally acknowledged by the British’ (Mutu, 2019, p. 6). He Whakaputanga o te 
Rangatiratanga o Nu Tirene (the Declaration of Independence of the United Tribes of New 
Zealand) was envisaged as ‘a mechanism that would support kin groups economic and 
social development aspirations, their survival and their hapū rangatiratanga’ (Kawharu, 
2008, p. 71).  
 
Fast-forward to the eve of the signing of Te Tiriti o Waitangi on February 6, 1840, the 
British Crown up until this point ‘…understood that it had no rights to either land or 
waterways in New Zealand…’ with missionaries and settlers dwelling in the nation state 




39 Over the following four years a further eighteen hapū leaders, some from other southern regions 
assented to the 1835 Declaration. Tautoro rangatira Te Ngere (Te Whānau Whero, Ngāpuhi) consented to 
the sentiment of the Declaration (https://nzhistory.govt.nz/politics/declaration/signatory/te-ngere).  
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Historical researcher and environmental and planning consultant David Alexander 
comments that after the signing of Te Tiriti o Waitangi on February 6, 1840, the British 
Crown was granted ‘…an ability to become involved [in New Zealand], for the purpose of 
ensuring good governance and public safety, while acknowledging that hapū retained 
ownership of their lands and other taonga. By implication ownership or control of lands 
included ownership or control of waterways passing through those lands’ (Alexander, 
2019, p. 13).  
 
It is vital to distinguish here that two versions of this international treaty between the 
British Crown and rangatira were formulated in the lead up to February 6 - an English 
text and a second text in Te Reo Māori. In her analysis of the vernacular in the English 
(the Treaty) and Māori (Te Tiriti) texts, Mutu asserts that the English language Treaty of 
Waitangi document ‘… is not a translation of Te Tiriti. Apart from having very different 
meaning and content from Te Tiriti, the manner and tone of this document are also very 
different’ (2010, p. 30). Similarly, Mikaere contends that the texts are divergent, bearing 
‘nothing in common with each other’ but for the texts being ‘drafted and circulated during 
the same time period’ in early 1840 (2011, loc.,1856). Both scholars maintain that it is Te 
Tiriti and not the Treaty that is the contract agreed to and signed by the rangatira with 
the Treaty discussed in limited circumstances and much later in time after February 6.40  
 
For Tapsell, the English Treaty text ‘…was fast tracked into existence, carrying the 
primary goal of superseding the 1835 Declaration of Independence and subsuming New 
Zealand’s sovereignty under the Crown’ (2020, p. 33). Indeed, as the British Crown 
understood things the ceding of New Zealand via the Treaty of Waitangi:  
‘…was put into a more tangible legal form by the proclamation of territorial 
sovereignty over New Zealand later in 1840. By this step the Crown became the 
underlying owner of all land in New Zealand, a right known as dominium 
ownership, paramount ownership of the Crown’s territory, or the Crown’s radical 
title. This underlying ownership was strictly limited in its effect while hapū had 
guaranteed ownership of their land, effectively all of New Zealand’ (Alexander, 
2019, p. 13).41 
 
 
40 Note: 500 rangatira inscribed their names or marks on Te Tiriti. 39 initialed the Treaty.  
41 As Sinclair explains ‘the whole country was held by tribes under customary title. Te Tiriti o Waitangi and 
the Crown…confirmed customary title but immediately initiated action for destroying it in favour of the 
colonist’s wants’ (1977, p. 92).  
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For hapū leaders and their peoples, Te Tiriti o Waitangi codified sacred promises made 
with the Crown. As Mutu points out, this agreement was:  
‘…a treaty written in the Māori language that confirmed the 1835 He 
Whakaputanga, preserving the rangatiratanga (power and authority including 
sovereignty) of the rangatira, of the hapū and of the people. It devolved 
kāwanatanga (governance) over British immigrants to the Queen of England 
(Mutu 2010; Waitangi Tribunal 2014; Mutu et al. 2017) […] It was a treaty of peace 
and friendship, one that promised what the rangatira had asked for: 
acknowledgement and respect for their absolute power and authority throughout 
their territories…’ (2019, pp. 6-7). 
 
Kawharu characterises the respective standpoints of the opposing signatories as one 
where the ‘Crown and Māori had very different approaches to the Treaty. The Crown had 
a certain agenda in preparing the Treaty, which was to annex New Zealand and to acquire 
sovereignty’ (2008, p. 133). Perceptions on the type of sovereignty the British were 
seeking at the time of the signing of Te Tiriti, differ. According to law academic Andrew 
McIndoe, configurations of British sovereignty in the three centuries prior to 1840 tended 
to be comprised of ‘…a degree of legal and political pluralism’ between indigenous 
peoples and the imperial word’ (2015, p. 61). McIndoe then alludes to a burgeoning mid-
nineteenth century form of ‘perfect settler sovereignty’ (citing historian Lisa Ford) over 
territory and jurisdiction, a tenet born out of settler colonial ‘political thought concerning 
statehood and sovereignty’ which at its core ‘could not easily accommodate the 
continuance of indigenous authority and law’ (ibid., 2015, pp. 68, 69).42  
 
While highlighting the change in conceptions of sovereignty in British settler states in the 
mid-nineteenth century, McIndoe is of the view that at the time Crown policy towards 
New Zealand was of one of ‘pluralistic sovereignty’ where the Crown ‘was a paramount 
political and law-making authority that was nonetheless consistent with the continuation 
of Māori customary authority and law’ (2015, p. 84). McIndoe concedes that the form of 
sovereignty currently exercised by the New Zealand government today (as at 2020) is 
‘full and unitary’ (ibid., 2015, p. 83) but in 1840 he contends that the Crown ‘…sought a 
supreme authority that was nevertheless tolerant of a continued tribal authority beneath 
 
42Highlighting the political-legal environment at the time, Anaya explains that at the height of colonial 
global power at the turn of the twentieth century the legal formalism in positivist international law codified 
‘European state sovereignty’ or the sovereignty of ‘their offspring’ (colonies like New Zealand) thus 




its mantle’. This contrasts the Waitangi Tribunal’s 2015 Te Paparahi o Te Raki Report 
which found hapū rangatira ‘viewed the power ceded to Britain as supplementary, but 
not superior, to chiefly rangatiratanga’ (McIndoe, 2015, pp. 83, 85). In any case, the 1840 
mindset of northern hapū and their rangatira were mixed, with:  
‘…many positive and negative views about the Treaty. In general, support was 
given, even if cautious, on the basis of their existing systems of authority 
continuing, and of their seeing the value in entering into a new level of 
partnership. This partnership would recognise their authority. Signing was with a 
forward-thinking mentality, which had mokopuna or future generations in mind. 
They did not know or understand what British sovereignty would mean in 
practice, although there were concerns that it may usurp the authority of chiefs. 
Support was, therefore conditional for many chiefs, and dependent upon the 
Governor fulfilling their expectations to protect their customary authority, if not 
also to provide economic benefits, peace, security and justice’ (Kawharu, 2008, p. 
134; see also Salmond, 2010, pp. 85-88). 
 
Durie determines that at the time, the ‘essential difference between Māori and Europeans 
on the settlement of New Zealand was that one sought ownership and centralised control, 
the other sought local control and relationships. Each was simply acting according to their 
own customs’ (1998, p. 20). Durie’s reference to ownership – both in individual and 
commercial terms – was a key institution in the colonial mindset. In the mid-nineteenth 
century, capitalism was the principle driving force behind settler society behaviour. 
Colonial behaviour at the time according to economist Thomas Picketty saw the rise in an 
accumulation of ‘foreign assets’ (i.e., colonies) and the ‘strengthening of individual 
monetary property rights’, which shaped Britain into a global superpower aided by 
Crown structures - both ‘legal and fiscal [that were] strongly biased in favour of the 
colonisers’ (2020).  
 
4.2.1 The Native Lands Acts, the Native Land Court and the Introduction of Crown Title: The 
Grounding Framework for Settler Colonial Expansion into Hapū Territories  
 
Historical comprehension of the complex workings and impacts of the Native Lands Acts 
and Native Land Court on hapū customary land tenure have been presented elsewhere 
by the likes of Kawharu (1977), Asher & Naulls (1987), Williams (1999), Young (2011), 
Boast (2013), O’Malley (2015) and described by the many claimants presenting their 
claims to the Waitangi Tribunal or the Crown (in direct negotiations regarding grievances 
concerning breaches of Te Tiriti o Waitangi). With reference to these works and the 
Northland and Mōtatau 5 specific research by Armstrong and Subasic (2007), Hamer & 
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Meredith (2016) and Clayworth (2016) which describe the effects of the Court on the 
wider Northland region, this subsection (and those that follow) attempt to render its 
complexity and locate Tautoro within the wider context of regional losses of cultural 
landscapes and freshwater waterscapes.  
 
In the decade after the signing of Te Tiriti o Waitangi by rangatira, we see a rapid 
progression away from Crown ideals of pluralistic sovereignty and the guaranteed 
protection of hapū rangatiratanga as the colonial engine kicked into gear ‘…through 
Crown authorised surveying, tree felling and the purchasing of vast tracts of whenua’ 
(Tapsell, 2020, p. 34). Key drivers of change were economic and political (Cumming, 
2019, p. 71).43 Like Wynyard, Hippert identifies agricultural use of soil as the ‘cornerstone 
of state-level empire building…because of the increased need for more calories and the 
higher yields resulting from intensive plant domestication’ (2018, p. 2). New settlers – 
the majority of which were ‘poor people’ and ‘former peasant farmers’ (Wynyard, 2017, 
p. 14) ‘…flooded into New Zealand, desperate to start afresh after leaving overcrowded 
urban squalors of England’ (Tapsell, 2020, p. 34; see also Easton, 2020, p. 71) and take 
advantage of New Zealand’s wealth of land and water for agricultural production.44  
 
Upon arrival many were ‘…disappointed that the Crown had given protections to Māori 
via [te Tiriti], thus making land sales difficult’ (Keenan, 2012, p. 139). The capitalist 
tendencies of settler colonialism were ‘…based upon changing modes of production, 
which included modifications to land tenure, social relations, and forms of subsistence’ 
(Hippert, 2018, p. 2, citing John Bodley, 2012). Economist Brian Easton contrasts these 
cultural values to that of early nineteenth century Māori suggesting they ‘did not have 
any capitalist or rentier class - they had no need for them…[for at the time] Māori society 
was not organised around the pursuit of material gain…but mana…’ (2020, p. 53).  
 
As Keenan mentions, the initial difficulty in legislating colonial intent for New Zealand lay 
in ‘…Māori laws, practices, protocols and customs’ (2012, p. 139), factors which Te Tiriti 
guaranteed protection of. In order to dispel settler fears of any exclusion from the 
opportunities of a New Zealand property market and industrial agriculture, the Crown 
 
43 Cummings argues that finance – the production and management of large amounts of capital by 





needed ‘…to become more widely involved in land use matters, [meaning] hapū 
ownership had to be extinguished’ (Alexander, 2019, p. 13). Alexander proclaims that: 
‘[b]y necessity this had to be a step-by-step process rather than a wholesale 
process, and the Crown expended enormous energy in the early years of the 
colony in overseeing the extinguishment of native title through its confirmation of 
pre-emption purchases in favour of private purchasers, and through many early 
purchases of land on its own account. After 1865 the Native Land Court provided 
a process to extinguish native title of lands still owned by Māori and replace it with 
a Crown-governed Court title and/or Land Registry title’ (ibid., 2019, pp. 13, 14). 
 
The Native Land Acts of 1862 and its 1865 amendment configured the Native Land Court 
with the prerogative of extinguishing native proprietary customs (customary title to land 
or papa tupu whenua) and the task of clothing all land in Crown backed title allowing 
individual rights to defined allotments of land. These legislative reforms revoked 
previous Crown protective guarantees of hapū territorial land interests and the Crown 
pre-emption purchase rule, allowing direct purchases of land to take place between hapū 
individuals and British settlers ‘…anxious to colonise tribal land’, thus gaining ‘Crown-
derived title, subject to British law’ (Daamen, 1998, p. 4; see also Boast, 2013, pp. 45-47). 
 
Operatively, this transfer of ownership, was made possible firstly by the granting of land 
titles to named hapū members. Academic Grant Young acknowledges that the Court’s 
primary function was to examine as best as possible the evidence presented to it by hapū 
claimants in order ‘to provide a stable title which could be alienated’ (2011, p. 218). As 
Sinclair explains: 
‘the Court was presided over by the European judge who had the assistance of two 
Māori assessors. The Judge heard the evidence of the tribal or hapū groups 
establishing their ownership under the accepted tenets of customary title. Where 
there was no disagreement, the judge had merely to confirm the lists of ownership 
handed in to him by the representatives of the various tribal or hapū groups. The 
principal pattern followed was that each hapū group or tribe endeavoured to set 
up an ancestor who was known and recognised as having the dominion over the 
block or other relatives associated with the block’ (1977, pp. 114-115).45  
 
Under the 1865 Act, landscapes were intended to be apportioned to ten owners. 
Naturally, this did not gel with customary hapū rangatiratanga and kaitiakitanga 
(guardianship) tenure of whenua/wai and their cultural connections to it, allowing the 
 
45 Sorrenson highlights that ‘discovery, ancestry, conquest and gift, - validated by continuous occupation’ 
were core indicative pathways to an award of title (2015, p. 232).  
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exclusion of many claims from the wider group. It did however make it easier for colonial 
purchasers to obtain title (see Young, 2003, p. 22).46 Incipiently, Kawharu describes that 
the Native Land Court:     
‘…was in demand wherever land for agricultural settlement was in demand (and 
naturally, this was in areas free from strife, such as North Auckland and Hawkes 
Bay). Although a Court sitting was usually the result of an initiative taken by a 
European, once it had begun, no Māori who believed he had a legitimate claim to 
ownership could afford to be absent lest he be omitted from the title’ (1977, p. 
16).47 
Detribalisation - the destruction of socio-cultural institutions; cultural assimilation; and 
the founding of agrarian capitalism were key objectives of the native land acts and its 
Court (Sorrenson, 1956, p. 186; citing New Zealand’s first premier Henry Sewell). From 
the outset, the systematic dispossession of land and water marginalised, oppressed and 
impoverished hapū throughout Aotearoa New Zealand. Wynyard equates the deadening 
of indigeneity to that of Karl Marx’s 1867 primitive accumulation theory which 
recognises capitalism to be an ‘exploitative relationship between two very different 
groups of people…that strip[s] lands and resources away from the many and accrue[s] 
them in the hands of the few’ (2017, p. 16). For cultural studies scholar Macarena Gómez-
Barris, the global ‘colonial paradigm’ has continually ‘mark[ed] out regions of “high 
biodiversity” in order to reduce life to capitalist resource conversion’ (2017, p. xvi). In 
New Zealand, ‘the expropriation of the agricultural producer from…Māori soil…[formed] 
a capitalist economy, creating wealth for many settlers and their descendants, and leaving 
most Māori with nothing to sell but their own labour’ (Wynyard, 2017, p. 16). 
 
Once the precedent for overriding Te Tiriti safeguards had been set and the accumulation 
of landscapes into land title, historian Keith Sorrenson (Ngāti Pukenga, Ngāti Pākehā) 
emphasises that ‘European purchasers could nearly always find one or two individuals of 
the tribe who were willing to sell land. […] Once land-selling individuals had taken tribal 
lands before the Court there was virtually no way that other members of the tribe could 
save even their own share of the land’ (1956, p. 186). Again, Kawharu provides insight 
 
46 Young points out that from 1873 ‘the ten-owner title was replaced by a memorial of ownership and all 
owners had to be entered into the title. The consent of all owners was required before a sale could be 
registered. This was a much more difficult task as large numbers of people had to be identified, located and 
induced to sell their interest’ (2003, p. 87). 
47 See also Sorrenson who states that wherever ‘fertile Māori land remained, there was little chance’ of hapū 
retention (1956, p. 186). 
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into the ramifications of a lack of understanding and recognition by colonist jurists on 
communal tenure rights: 
‘…having successfully established a claim, he [a Māori individual] then found 
himself with a marketable commodity and hence prey to every passing whim – 
and likely creditor. Even tribal elders named on early certificates of title merely as 
trustees for the tribe or sub-tribe, soon learnt they were nothing of the sort and 
that each was able to sell his trusteeship as if it had been a personal freehold 
interest’ (1977, p. 17). 
 
Tapsell and academic Christine Woods suggest that in certain instances where rangatira 
leadership had been undermined by deliberate government policies to limit Māori 
communal land tenure, individuals or groups of individuals with entrepreneurial 
aspirations who were agreeable with transferring kin-associated lands to settlers began 
exercising ‘…their individual rights, seeking new opportunities in the now settler-
controlled (and manipulated) commercial market’ (2008, p. 198).  
 
The following subsections show how these points made by Sorrenson, Kawharu, Tapsell 
and Woods played out in Tautoro in the early twentieth century. Before this however, it 
is important to step back and consider other perspectives of the court. Whilst Wynyard 
characterises the court and its impact as ‘theft made legal’ (2017, p. 20), O’Malley 
describes the mid-twentieth century assessments of Sorrenson, Sinclair and Alan Ward 
(1974) of the Native Land Court as ‘damning’ (2015, p. 177). He contrasts their negative 
orthodoxy on the court to that of law academic Richard Boast’s recent ‘neo-revisionist’ 
assessment which accepts that ‘…excessive quantities of land were alienated under the 
Land Court system’ (ibid., p. 177). O’Malley then qualifies Boast’s position which ‘argues 
that motive needs to be distinguished from effect’ and finds that: 
 ‘…just because the Native Land Acts came to have consequences that were widely 
perceived as disastrous’ […] ‘it does not prove that this was intended from the 
beginning. The court may not always have got it right, in Boast’s view, but there is 
no doubt that it generally tried its best’ (2015, p. 177). 
 
As will be seen in later sections of this chapter, there were instances where the law and 
its adjacent government institutions of the courts did not “try its best”, at least for those 
hapū in the Tautoro community. In the case of Mōtatau 5, the Native Land Court was 




4.2.2 The Maori Lands Administration Act 1900, the Tokerau District Maori Land Council and 
the Papatupu Block Committee: Shared Decision-Making Powers?  
 
Beginning in 1900, the timeline of events regarding the investigation of Tautoro hapū 
land tenure on Mōtatau 5 by settler government agencies are multifaceted, ‘unusual’ 
(Young, 2003, p. 273)48 and contentious to such a degree that it ‘commanded more press 
interest than any other’ in New Zealand at the time (Hamer & Meredith, 2016, p. 45).  
 
From the wealth of information generated through Te Tiriti claims research, I outline the 
‘step by step’ (Alexander, 2019, p. 13) actions towards a general loss of hapū mana 
whenua and the specific losses of Roto Kererū and later Te Mātā puna - the sources of wai 
and mauri for several Tautoro hapū. What will be shown, is to use O’Malley’s words, 
somewhat ‘damning’ in that undeniably:  
‘…the settlers wanted the land, and the law was continually framed to deny Māori 
more than a minor share in state power and control of resources. That most 
precious institution of British culture, the rule of law, was prostituted to the land 
grab, and brought into the contempt in which many Māori today regrettably still 
hold it’ (Williams, 1999, p. 18 citing Alan Ward). 
Young prompts that the ‘…process of alienating Māori from their land did not occur easily 
or quickly - colonisation was a haphazard process which occurred over many decades’ 
(2003, p. ii). In agreeance, anthropologist Patrick Wolfe determines the scale of settler 
colonisation as ‘a structure rather than an event’ (2006, p. 390). The building of this 
structure with its intentions of ‘destroy to replace’ with a structure of colonially 
favourable power relations, had serious consequences for hapū land tenure in Tautoro 
(ibid, 2006, p. 388). While the foundations had been set in the 1860s with the native land 
acts, the framing - at least as it relates to the Tautoro (Mōtatau 5) hapū context - was 
carried out by the Maori Lands Administration Act 1900 – the directives of which 
ostensibly were somewhat noble (see Wynyard, 2017, p. 23).  
 
Devised by the Liberal Government (1893-1912) of the time and aided by the Native 
Minister James Carroll (Ngāti Kahungunu) there was concern that hapū throughout the 
 
48 Grant Youngs 2003 PhD thesis - Ngā Kooti Whenua: The Dynamics of a Colonial Encounter - examined the 
struggles of the Native Land Court to establish title to Māori customary land. He uses the Mōtatau 5 block 
as a prime example of legislation (in this case the Māori Lands Administration Acts 1900) providing 
avenues for kinship groups to dispute customary ownership to resource rich lands over long periods of 
time – in this case it was eight years. The several appeals and re-hearings were considered unusual for a 
land block of its size.   
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country were losing too much land to the settler colonial land grab and the fear of Māori 
people becoming a ‘burden on the state’ (Young, 2003, p. 34). Governmental sentiment of 
‘taihoa’ (wait, hold back) can be seen in the Act’s preamble. Parliamentary intent was to 
protect Māori from becoming ‘landless’ and to provide where ‘…expedient, in the 
interests both of the Maoris and Europeans of the colony, that provision should be made 
for the better settlement and utilisation of large areas of Maori land at present lying 
unoccupied and unproductive, and for the encouragement and protection of the Maoris 
in efforts of industry and self-help’ (Maori Lands Administration Act 1900).  
 
Auckland to Cape Reinga came under the auspices of a six member Tokerau District Maori 
Land Council. Considering the massive transformation of Aotearoa New Zealand in the 
late nineteenth century ‘from a Māori to a non-Māori world’ (NZ History, n.d., p. 4) and 
the shift in systemic power towards settler colonial structures, section 16 of the Act can 
be considered inventive for its time, with Young describing it as ‘experimental’ (2003, pp. 
35, 257). Haami finds that at the time ‘Māori realised that they needed to become directly 
involved in the legal and political structures that allowed Native Land Court alienations 
to occur. Many tribes formed committees and councils based on the traditional rūnanga 
system in an effort to control their own destinies’ (2012, pp. 176, 177).  
 
Regarding the Northland context, the Papatupu Block Committee was formed and 
supervised by its first President Edward Clare Blomfield (Hamer & Meredith, 2016, p. 58). 
Under his management, the Act permitted hapū to elect a committee of Māori 
representatives to investigate hapū customary rights to portions of land. The Papatupu 
Block Committee heard, examined and converted hapū kōrero presented before it into 
cartographic representation and proportionate land shares. This opinion was then 
forwarded to the Tokerau District Maori Land Council for scrutiny and final 
determination. Provided there were no appeals by aggrieved hapū claimants, the Council 
as proxy for the Native Land Court could award stable, Crown derived title to blocks of 
land. Hamer and Meredith indicate that the expectations of Māori for the Papatupu 
Committees were optimistic in that: 
‘that they would offer what the Native Land Court had not. That is, they would 
constitute a Māori-controlled process that was less costly and time-consuming 
than the court, and which did not depend on the decisions of a Pākehā judge, 
whose knowledge of tikanga was considerably less than the litigants before him’ 




Highlighting the contraposition to Māori optimism, the authors also reveal that the 
Council and its committee were ‘regarded suspiciously, as another agent of the state that 
would deprive them of their lands’ (2016, p. 37; see also Williams, 1999, pp. 224-225). As 
the following sections demonstrate, the resistance of Tautoro hapū leaders to the 
Papatupu Block Committee, the Tokerau District Maori Land Council and the Native Land 
Court were an extension of the long running struggle against settler colonial denial of Te 
Tiriti o Waitangi guarantees of rangatiratanga over local territories. 
 
4.2.3 Hapū Land Tenure: An Inhibitor to Progress and Civility?  
 
At the turn of the nineteenth century, colonial settlers were busy procuring hapū lands in 
the fringe coastal areas of Northland, clearing acreages of scrub and native forest for 
timber and the sowing of grass seed for pasture conversion (Boese, 1977, p. 417; see also 
Kawharu, 1977, p. 89). Additionally, the urgent desire to establish capitalist agricultural 
and timber industries in the Kaikohe region was widely shared amongst settlers and is 
best exemplified in an article written in the Weekly News in 1891: 
‘I have rarely met with the land to equal, and none to surpass, in quality [than] that 
of Kaikohe. There, soil is rich volcanic, of a deep chocolate colour…the total area is 
of this land is variously estimated at from 25,000 to 40,000 acres, the whole of 
which is still in hands of the natives and comparatively speaking unutilised. 
Kaikohe, viz., the district of Kaikohe as it stands today, is a disgrace to our 
civilisation and Government administration. Situated in the heart of that portion 
of our colony where the white man first set foot on New Zealand it is still 
practically in its pristine condition and yet after all these years of good Governance 
in New Zealand there the land still lies idle, and apparently will lie idle unless some 
vigorous Government take the matter in hand, and face the difficulty’ (cited in 
Boese, 1977, p. 415). 
 
The statement above which synonymised ‘capitalist pursuits [as] being predominantly 
synonymous with progress’ was typical of settler opinion of the time (Moewaka-Barnes, 
Eich and Yessilith, 2018, p. 689). In his survey of mid to late nineteenth century British 
authorship and their ‘ideology of progress’ in New Zealand, historian Paul Moon found 
the mindset to be one that held Anglo-European paradigms as the standard for civility, 
governance and social relations – in which ‘the role of land in the implementation of the 




Widespread opinion at the time asserted that it was ‘the settlers who put forth their 
strength, and develop the resources of their magnificent country, and who would 
eventually unlock the immense agricultural resources of New Zealand’ and transform the 
colony ‘to its prescribed ideal: the image of Britain’ (ibid., 2019, pp. 104, 113). 
Ascertaining title to land from hapū by alienation to settlers was essential ‘…to the 
progress of the colony’ (Mitchell, 2004, p. 143) because ‘much of the capital necessary to 
the future wealth of New Zealand was…in the form of communally owned Māori land’ 
(Wynyard, 2017, p. 14). At the advent of the twentieth century, the valley areas south of 
Kaikohe remained under hapū land tenure. Government attention finally turned in this 
direction as the lands ‘…were considered so important that Premier [Richard] Seddon 
personally intervened to speed up the title investigation process’ of the area (Clayworth, 
2016, p. 537).  
 
This attention came in the form of ‘active encouragement’ of settlement via agrarian 
reform and roading development incentives in the early 1900s (Alexander, 2006, p. 202; 
see also Husband, 2017, citing David Williams). Hamer and Meredith observe with 
interest at Blomfield’s keenness to have these blocks examined, citing the ‘magnificent’ 
but ‘idle’ Māori land available in the Tautoro district as one of his ‘highest priorities’ for 






Figure 14: A caricature of the New Zealand situation in the early twentieth century by Trevor Lloyd 
showing European settlers and soldiers demanding progress (see banner flag) in the form of Crown, 
freehold title while attacking a pā site. Māori are seen here defending their pā under the banners of 
‘taihoa’ and ‘everything for everybody’ - sentiment which colonial settlers surmised as being 
communist and anti-capitalist (Boese, 1977, p. 415 citing Weekly News 20 November 1911). 
 
Concurring with this assessment, Armstrong and Subasic comment on Blomfield’s 
attachment to the area – or rather the soil and water prevalent there – and his need to 
see secure, settled title on the Mōtatau blocks as one of ‘obsession’ (2007, p. 1421). 
 
4.3 Mōtatau 5: The Circumstances in Tautoro 1900-1910 and the Leadership of Iraia Kuao 
 
As discussed earlier in this thesis (section 1.5.4), key rangatira of the time who had 
serious concerns of Crown-derived title being established on Tautoro lands was Iraia 
Kuao. Iraia, the son of Kuao was born in Tautoro in 1840. At the time of the Papatupu 
Block Committee’s examination of Mōtatau 5. Iraia was the paramount rangatira, having 
‘inherited his mana from Kuao’, Tupuārangi, Kahuru and Rāhiri (Northern Minute Book 
41, p. 308). Armstrong and Subasic describe Iraia as ‘…one of the last - if not the last-old 
style rangatira in Northland’ (2007, p. 1322), while Clayworth describes him as a leader 
of ‘the older generation’ who held mana whenua responsibility and ‘control over local 





Map 7: A 1905 record showing "locked up" Native lands in black. The light grey areas are Crown- owned 
lands while the areas in white are alienated (settler purchased) lands. As the centre of the map shows, 
the landscapes around Kaikohe (encircled in red) were at the time still held according to traditional 
customary land tenure. Tautoro is marked by the star within the red circle. Image source: (Boese, 1977, 
p. 417). 
 
For kaiako (teacher/tutor) Mītai Matene (Ngāti Rangi, Ngāti Moerewa), a direct 
descendant of the Kuao whakapapa line, Iraia was a leader who firmly:  
“believed in the kaupapa of He Whakaputanga [The Declaration of the 
Independence of New Zealand 1835] and the assurances of Te Tiriti which was 
that hapū and their delegated rangatira had tino rangatiratanga over their whenua 
and wai. His father Kuao was alive when those documents were signed. That was 
what was agreed upon with the Queen of England and he was tūtūru [fixed] about 
that so he could protect the mana, the mauri of Tautoro…[that] the land shouldn’t 
be sold to the Pākehā settlers because land wasn’t something to simply sell, 
especially those crucial places. The wellbeing of his hapū going into the new 
century were main drivers…because that was what tikanga required of him” 
(2018, personal communication, 17 June).49 
 
 
49 While Kuao senior was known to be an important Tautoro rangatira at the time of He Whakaputanga and 
Te Tiriti he is not a listed signatory to these pacts. Given that other signatories from the Tautoro area 
attended these events and inscribed their signatures it is plausible, as academic Tupu Williams (Ngāti 
Ruingārangi, Ngāti Tūwharetoa, Te Atihaunui-ā-Pāpārangi, Te Arawa, Tainui, Ngāti Raukawa) 
acknowledges, that Kuao ‘acquiesced to the signing, like a significant number of other rangatira, rather than 
physically sign…those of rank sign, and others are included implicitly [signing] in their hearts and minds’ 
(2014, p. 105).  
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These beliefs of Iraia, touched on by his descendant Mītai are evident in the rohe pōtae 
(see below) lands scenario. Clayworth, working off the translations by rangatira Erima 
Henare (Ngāti Hine)50 indicates that in April 1887 Maihi Parāone Kawiti (the third son of 
Ngāti Hine rangatira and Te Tiriti signatory Te Ruki Kawiti) in consultation with several 
neighbouring hapū in the Kaikohe and Kawakawa areas identified a rohe pōtae or an 
autonomous Māori land zone. This signalled the high importance given by local leaders 
to an area in and around the two small towns of Kaikohe and Kawakawa, inclusive of 
Tautoro lands and the implicit desire to protect it. This stated priority area for hapū-only-
use specifically mentioned the Maunga Tauanui/Roto Kererū centre and was ‘not to be 
surveyed, brought before the Native Land Court or sold to Pākehā’ (Clayworth, 2016, p. 
53). Clayworth’s examinations ascertain that Iraia was in fact the first signatory to this 
pact with his name being at ‘top of the list’ with his son Maera trailing after (2016, p. 88).  
 
This agreement, or statement was formulated under the rangatiratanga of several other 
hapū who assented to its terms. It referenced the legal accords of He Whakaputanga, Te 
Tiriti and section 71 of the New Zealand Constitution Act 1852. In terms of the latter, the 
Act contained a provision which accepted Māori governorship over themselves and their 
lands so long as ‘…the laws, customs, and usages of the Aboriginal or Native 
inhabitants…are not repugnant to the general principles of humanity…’. 51 This important 
decision was drafted and publicly notified in national newspapers.  
 
These actions by rangatira of the time, Walker writes, are prime examples of ‘the 
underlying Grundnorm or basis for New Zealand’s legal system…where rangatiratanga 
sits alongside and is equal to kāwanatanga [Crown governorship]’ (2017, p. 41). Despite 
these initiatives, the Native Department of the time disregarded the agreement with the 
view that it had ‘no legal standing’ as it did not stem from any Crown determined, ‘…Māori 
land legislation operating at the time’ (ibid., 2016, p. 62). Armstrong and Subasic point 
 
50 Henare had translated two editions of the book called Ko Te Ture mo Te Whenua Papatupu: Tau 1874. 
51 A full description of section 71 of the New Zealand Constitutional Act 1852 reads – ‘And whereas it may 
be expedient that the laws and usages of the Aboriginal or Native Inhabitants of New Zealand, so far as they 
are no repugnant to the general principles of humanity, should for the present be maintained for the 
government of themselves, in all their relations to and dealings with each other, and that particular Districts 
should be set apart within which such laws, customs, or usages should be so observed: It shall be lawful for 
Her Majesty, by any Letters Patent, to be issued under the Great Seal of the united Kingdom, from time to 
time, to make provision for the purposes aforesaid, any repugnancy of any such native laws, customs, or 
usages to the law of England, or to any law, statute or usage in force in New Zealand, or in any part thereof, 
in anywise notwithstanding’.  
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out that Iraia was one of the main proponents of the rohe pōtae zoning - having been a 
key component in its inception - hence the inclusion of Tautoro within its boundaries 
(2007, p. 1323).  
 
What happened then when the Tokerau Maori Land Council and the Papatupu Block 
Committee began to examine the Mōtatau 5 block in October 1902? Guided by the 
principle motivations and the implications of the rohe pōtae arrangement for hapū mana 
whenua rights and interests in Tautoro – despite the death of its main protagonist Maihi 
Parāone Kawiti in 1889 - Iraia remained firm in his support of its underlying kaupapa.  
 
Firstly, for instance, he refused his election to sit on the Tokerau Maori Land Council with 
President Edward Blomfield believing that it was ‘inimical to the interests of the natives 
to have any dealings with Europeans’ (ibid., 2007, pp. 1322-1323). Secondly, he opposed 
other Tautoro claimants who desired to bring land claims to the Papatupu Block 
Committee believing that it ceded mana to the Crown, i.e. it was a process ‘that began and 
finished with Pākehā judges’ (Hamer & Meredith, 2016, p. 221; see also Clayworth, 2016, 
p. 74). Thirdly - as shown in the following events of this chapter subsection – he made it 
explicitly clear that Mōtatau 5 not be examined by a committee appointed by the Tokerau 
Maori Land Council and the Crown (Hamer & Meredith, 2016, p. 85).  
 
Accordingly, Iraia, Ngāre Hauata rangatira Tirarau Perepe and twenty-eight other hapū 
leaders (representing Ngāre Hauata, Ngāti Moerewa, and Ngāti Whakahotu) in the 
Tautoro rohe petitioned directly to Native Minister James Carrol to have the Papatupu 
Block Committee withdraw its investigation of Mōtatau 5 ending the petition with the 
words ‘Ko matou nga tangata tuuturu o tenei poraka, kei reira nei o matou kainga noho 
tuuturu’ (We are the real and permanent owners of this block, for our permanent 
residences are upon it) (see Armstrong & Subasic, 2007, pp. 1434-1435 for extracts of 
this petition and the reports appendicized document bank 8: 67a-67c). In the same 
petition, Perepe requested:  
‘[m]e waiho ma matou ano e whakariterite ra waho i runga i te ritenga hui Maori 
kia oti ka tuku ai e matou te Ripoata ki te Kaunihera Whenua, kei reira ka rite ano 
na te Komiti Papatupu he wehi no matou kei eke he tau wehewehenga ki runga i a 
matou (that Tautoro be left to ourselves to settle (the title to the said…land) by 
voluntary arrangement per the medium of Māori meetings, and when we have so 
finished the matter we will then forward our report to the Land Council, thus it 
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will be the same as though the Papatupu Committee had dealt with (the said land), 
for we are afraid (that otherwise) divisions of opinion may arise amongst us) 
(ibid).  
It is clear from this petition that Iraia and others were not completely against the 
investigation of title over Tautoro whenua but asked for the process to be carried out 
according to their own tikanga on the marae in Tautoro and thus in line with expressions 
of tino rangatiratanga made throughout the nineteenth century by the likes of Iraia Kuao 
and Maihi Kawiti. Clayworth writes that: 
‘[t]he proposals Kuao put forward for locally controlled committees working with 
the Maori Land Council, suggest a more sophisticated approach than simply 
opposing all involvement with the Crown or with Pakeha settlers. Kuao and his 
supporters wanted to work with Pākehā, while retaining control of lands and 
resources under the mana of hapū leaders […] If the Council gave their approval 
then a title would be granted. This was a similar process to an investigation by a 
Papatupu Block Committee’ (2016, p. 91).  
Those individuals who were hesitant but permissive of title investigation by the Papatupu 
Block Committee were led by Kaka Porowini (Ngāti Hine). Their reluctant permissiveness 
put them in opposition to Iraia and his followers with both tribal groups entering ‘intense 
negotiations’ in late 1902 and early 1903 with the conclusion as to title investigation 
arriving in late January (ibid., p. 91). 
 
On account of his mana as rangatira, negotiation between these groups leaned in favour 
of Iraia resulting in the formation of two unofficial sub-committees with Iraia directing 
Te Kōmiti Kaumātua (committee of elders), tasked with defining the topographical areas 
within the block according to mana whenua and ancestral rights. Anglican priest Matiu 
Kapa oversaw Te Kōmiti o Matiu Kapa who would arbitrate between Te Kōmiti Kaumātua 
and those individuals aligned with Kaka Porowini (Hamer & Meredith, 2016, p. 86; see 
also Clayworth, 2016, p. 92).52 
 
4.3.1 Hui ki Tautoro: An assembly in Tautoro 1903  
 
The Papatupu Block Committee minute book number 39 records the assembly of the two 
committees occurring between 27-30 January. Earlier that month, Iraia sent an invitation 
to the leaders of Ngāti Manu - who at the time had been permanently resident at Kāretu 
 
52 The formation of these two sub-committees seems to have been made without reference to the Tokerau 
Maori Land Council seemingly indicative of the relative autonomy within the committee system.  
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in the Bay of Islands for nearly a century - to come to a hui in Tautoro. The written 
invitation was penned with the words – “ka whaikōrero te tangata whenua, haere mai ki 
runga o Tautoro, ka whakahoki mai te āhua o ngā tupuna” (when the people of the land 
speak, and you come to Tautoro, we will return to the ways of the ancestors; P Davis, 
1903, private collection, p. 42).  
 
On January 10, 1903, in response to the invitation of Iraia, a contingent of Ngāti Manu 
lead by Wiremu Pōmare, Henare Rewiti (Davis), Uru Rewiti (Davis) and others travelled 
to Tautoro. A journal of this visit was taken by a member of the Rewiti (Davis) whānau 
where the following details of this encounter are sourced.53A key component of the visit 
was for there to be an animated interaction with the Tautoro landscape and its sites of 
significance. The day after their arrival, the group, led by Iraia, travelled the landscape on 
horseback visiting the previous locations of Ngāti Manu pā, kāinga tawhito, mahinga kai, 
puna and wāhi tapu. Importance was given to Haunga nui and Haunga iti pā as well 
maunga Tauanui, roto Kererū and Motuwhārangi (ibid., pp. 40-41). At the conclusion of 
the tour, a group of more than fifty people from various resident hapū, including 
kaumātua, kuia and tamariki gathered at a whare called Tane Maruroa. Here, Iraia stood 
to speak and asked those present “what shall I speak of first? Ko te hono i te tangata – 
what joins us, our whakapapa or shall I speak about the rights or authority of the land? 
Everyone replied – ko ngā hononga – the things that joins us” (ibid., pp. 42).54  
 
Unfortunately, the observations in the Rewiti journal end abruptly after this statement 
by Iraia. Despite this however, insight can be gleaned from the little kōrero that was said 
as well as the timing and political context within which the hui was conducted. As Keenan 
underlines, the nature of traditional hapū mana whenua was such that over time it 
frequently required maintenance and a reassertion of identities because ‘presence on the 
land and activities [were] validated by their past’ (1994, p, xxiii). The journal suggests 
that Iraia knew the importance of acknowledging Ngāti Manu as the original kaitiaki 
 
53 Kelvin Davis (at the time of thesis notation- Labour Party Māori MP for Te Tai Tokerau and Minister for 
Corrections, Minister for Children, Associate Minister for Education and Minister for Māori Crown 
Relations) presented a copy of the journal pages that related to this visit at a hui in Tautoro, at Te Mātā 
Marae (20/4/2013). The original diary was held by his father, Panapa (Pat) Davis. Journal pages were 
translated from Te Reo Māori into English by kuia Winnie Leach who is now the caretaker of those copies. 
The journal pages seen in the research phase were brief in nature.  
54 It is believed there is more to this journal but remaining content is yet to surface. The Tautoro marae 
community hopes this kōrero will surface in the future. 
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(caretakers) and mana whenua holders of many key areas on the Mōtatau 5 block. Their 
ancestors had discovered and inhabited this landscape first and thus had wāhi tapu here 
(see chapter 3, sections 3.2.1, 3.2.5.1 and 3.2.5.2). He did want to take rights associated 
with managing lands and resources for granted. With the Tokerau Maori Land Council’s 
enforced title investigation looming, Iraia also sought political alliances and support from 
Ngāti Manu as original occupiers of the land. Despite their absence in the area for close to 
a century, he appealed to the whakapapa ties between them as well as to their knowledge 
and experiences on the block. Such actions showcased his ability to gain increased 
support and respect throughout the Mōtatau block area and confirmed that his mana was 
in-and-from his hapū and hapū affiliates.  
 
Speaking of the phenomena that bound the groups together on the Tautoro landscape 
illustrates the realm of horizontal and vertical intergenerational whakapapa relations 
Iraia and those at the meeting were operating within. The occasion serves as a prime 
example of tikanga and rangatiratanga based consultation operating at the time and the 
democratic lengths Iraia went to ensure the mana whenua claims he was making were 
legitimate. New Zealand Magistrate Francis Dart Fenton recognised in 1857 that: 
‘[n]o system of government that the world ever saw can be more democratic than 
that of the Maoris. The chief alone has no power. The whole tribe deliberate on 
every subject, not only politically on such as are of public interest, but even 
judicially they hold their ‘komitis’ on every private quarrel. In ordinary times the 
vox populi determines every matter, both internal and external. The system is a 
pure pantocracy, and no individual enjoys influence or exercises power, unless it 
originates with the mass and is expressly or tacitly conferred by them’ 
(Appendices to the Journals of House of Representatives Online, p. 11). 
 
Armed with the historical context, respect and approval from Ngāti Manu to uphold their 
ancestral interests in the block as well as a rise in personal mana whenua rights and 
responsibilities to the land, Iraia – a ‘…strong, powerful and persuasive advocate…’ was 
now ready to treat with those individuals in support of the Papatupu Block Committee 
investigation (Kawharu & Tapsell, 2019, p. 50).  
 
The wānanga with Ngāti Manu was a precursor to a three-day hui held at the end of 
January 1903 with Te Kōmiti o Matiu Kapa (see section 4.3). Iraia, on behalf of Te Kōmiti 
Kaumātua, outlined the ancestral boundaries of the landscape and how they must be 
reflected in any rights allocation going forward. Sadler stresses the emphasis Iraia placed 
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at this hui on demarcating maunga Tauanui/roto Kererū as a place of great significance – 
the centre of the universe for Ngāti Rangi and Ngāti Moerewa (2014, pp 123-128; see 
chapter one, section 1.5.4 for the beginning thread of this specific story, see also figure 6). 
The 26 divisions on the landscape and a list of block trustees were a step closer to sets of 
defined interests, an outcome which Clayworth describes as ‘…a genuine compromise in 
that the different groups worked together to help determine the ancestors and 
subdivisions of the Mōtatau 5 block […] They achieved this while operating entirely 
outside the Crown’s title allocation process’ (Clayworth, 2016, pp. 93).  
 
It is in the transfer of the findings from Te Kōmiti Kaumātua to the next stage of the 
investigation process that tensions between Iraia, Te Kōmiti o Matiu Kapa and Blomfield 
arise and that generates the friction seen in the next subsection known as the Kaikohe 
troubles. Seeing the formation of Te Kōmiti Kaumātua as confirmation of his and his 
supporters’ rangatiratanga – their rights, responsibilities and obligations to each other 
and their whenua and thus their right to distinguish boundaries and possession – their 
recent judgement over the block negated the need for the Papatupu Block Committee’s 
examination. Clayworth determines that:      
‘Iraia Kuao and the Kōmiti Kaumatua made their report on the understanding that 
it would be taken directly to the Tokerau Maori Land Council. Kuao and his 
supporters did not want the block investigated by the Papatupu Block Committee 
or the Native Land Court […] Kuao saw the Kōmiti Kaumatua’s findings as legally 
binding, following the provisions set out with the establishment of the 1874 Rohe 
Pōtae. The Matiu Kapa Committee, along with the Mōtatau 5 applicants, would not 
agree to this. They were prepared to accept the boundaries set down by the Kōmiti 
Kaumatua, but insisted on having them approved by the Papatupu Block 
Committee’ (2016, p. 94).  
 
In the months that followed the Tautoro assembly, circumstances progressed towards 
the commencement of the Papatupu Block Committee investigation held in Kaikohe on 
16 April 1903. The next day Iraia appeared before the Committee stating that: 
“[i]f these many cases (claimants) had agreed to have their cases withdrawn, I 
would have said that the claims concerning the boundaries of the land should 
continue. It was not agreed. A war will in fact be waged for this land. What I am 
stating is not wrong, a war will be waged. I will not say who supports my method 
to take up arms. Guns are my weapons for the claims for my lands” (Papatupu 
Block Committee Minute Book, 1903, p. 8).  
This threat forced the adjournment of the Committee’s investigation until Native Minister 
James Carrol’s arrival to Kaikohe two weeks later. A meeting was held between Iraia Kuao 
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and James Carroll with both leaders being at loggerheads over their respective positions 
over Mōtatau 5.  
 
4.3.2 Kuao and the ‘Men Who Caused the Trouble’ 
 
As alluded to in section 4.2.2, this portion of the narrative is infamous in the history of the 
Kaikohe region on account of the events of September 1903 – the month which had been 
set up for the recommencement of Papatupu Block Committee’s title investigation. The 
negotiation activities and peace politics around this time have been thoroughly 
chronicled from differing perspectives by independent authors over time, including 
Boese (1977, pp. 415-419), Ritchie (1990, pp. 31-32), Armstrong and Subasic (2007, pp. 
1435-1440), Derby (2007, pp. 38-43), Hamer and Meredith (2016, pp. 87-88), Sadler 
(2014, pp. 123-128, 135), Te Whata (2016, pp. 21-27) and Clayworth (2016, pp. 93-97).  
 
On September 12, fearing an insurgent uprising and a threat to social order and 
government proceedings, Iraia Kuao and his followers were arrested by an armed 
constabulary of twenty mounted police headed by Auckland regional Inspector John 
Cullen and accompanied by Tokerau Maori Land Council President Edward Blomfield and 
later charged with threatening to shoot those involved with the Papatupu Block 
Committee. In Tautoro, caches of antiquated weapons were found at the homes of Iraia 
and his followers however they were not of the amount or calibre capable of supporting 





Figure 15: Image titled ‘The Men who Caused the Trouble – Kuao and his Followers’. Rangatira Iraia 
Kuao is the kaumātua with the white beard in the front row in the middle of the photo, underscored 
with two white lines for emphasis. Taken in 1903 this is one of the few known images of him, near 
what is now Merino Place in Kaikohe and the Far North District Council headquarters. He sits among 
his Tautoro people: Image source: Hamer and Meredith (2016., p. 87). 
Ultimately, the arrests of Iraia and his followers allowed other customary owners of 
Mōtatau 5 to put claims in front of the Papatupu Block Committee for investigation. Up 
until this point, the efforts of Iraia and his followers are examples of Māori resistance to 
colonisation via the assertion of rangatiratanga and made in recognition that the 
government legal system had - since its inception - been the pathway to land and cultural 
dispossession. Armstrong and Subasic’s evaluation of Iraia and the situation makes this 
clear:  
‘the most intriguing facet of the whole episode is what it reveals about Northland 
Maori attitudes towards the Block Committees, and the Maori Land 
Administration Act in general. Kuao’s opposition was largely based on a 
traditional notion of chieftainship; he was an old-time rangatira who represented 
the interests of his hapu and acted as its spokesperson, and as such, he firmly 
believed that it was his preserve to deal with his hapu’s land, and not expose it to 
instruments of Government authority […] doing so would undoubtedly be a direct 
insult to his mana’ (2007, p. 1440).  
 
4.3.3 Crown-derived Title Finally Achieved? 
 
Acting quickly on the recent win over Iraia, Blomfield and the Papatupu Block Committee 
refocused their efforts at investigating Mōtatau 5, beginning on September 15 – the day 
after the arrest. Released on bail, Iraia changed tact and appeared front and centre of the 
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proceedings to ensure the integrity of the process for his people’s interests. Recognising 
his deft adaptability, Clayworth notes that his immediate involvement in the investigation 
‘…showed that Kuao had a pragmatic, rather than a stubbornly traditional, approach. His 
strategy of resistance having proved unsuccessful, Kuao was prepared to work through 
the system set up by the Crown…’ albeit reluctantly (2016, p. 103).  Rather than reject the 
hearing outright, recognising that it was going ahead no matter what, Kuao realised he 
needed to change tact. He made opportunity out of further challenge, demonstrating his 
further resilience in the face of adversity, and, therefore, ‘…used the system to try and 
retain the Tautoro lands for his people’ (ibid., p. 103).   
 
His efforts - at least initially – bore fruit with the process of debating and defining 
customary rights to portions of the block for groups and individuals taking close to five 
weeks. Share interests were formulated and conferred to descendants of known tūpuna 
with the block now containing 26 partitions and an attachment of 266 lists of roughly 
5000 names (see Young, 2003, p. 259; see also Clayworth, 2016, p. 105). When the 
Papatupu Block Committee finalised its proposal in November 1903 the outcome was 
similar in its apportionment of title to the January scoping report formulated by Te Kōmiti 
Kaumātua.  
 
It would be nearly two years before this report would come under the inquiry of the 
Tokerau Maori Land Council. In that time two key things occurred, namely Blomfield 
resigning from his presidency in 1904 – with Clayworth citing a court Magistrates 
position opening in Auckland as the reason for his departure (2016, p. 130) – thus 
increasing the oversight duties of the Council.  
 
Ancillary to this was the premature death of Iraia Kuao on July 2 1905 at the age of 65. 
Iraia never got to see the outcome following the Land Council inquiry or see what would 
happen to his whenua tūpuna. As the remainder of this section shows, his death left a 
significant gap in leadership, with the leadership mantle diffused throughout the wider 
Tautoro hapū network (including to his son Maera) with several individuals performing 
leadership functions that Iraia and his mana had been performing.  
 
The Papatupu Block Committees Mōtatau 5 report visited the desk of the Tokerau District 
Maori Land Council in November 1905 – a portfolio which was to be its last in its current 
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iteration as a Maori Land Council. The claimant cases to Mōtatau 5 were now in a 
precarious position immediately after his death. As mentioned previously in section 4.3 
by Armstrong and Subasic and Clayworth, Iraia was one of the last great rangatira of the 
time. In describing rangatira leadership - which had the community drawn strength to 
resist the harmful socio-cultural and environmental effects of interfering colonial policy 
on whānau and hapū - Young suggests the absence of titanic like leadership created a 
leadership vacuum. As a successor to the lineage of mana derived from previous 
generations of great rangatira, the mana of Iraia was considerable. However, in the case 
of Mōtatau 5, we see its diffusion:  
‘…the mana of the rangatira who held the tribe together was not passed onto the 
next generation and claims to land asserted in the Court came to resemble a 
landscape of voices. The claims were no longer large scale and the blocks of land 
were smaller; claims were argued on a smaller kinship group basis against other 
kinship groups within the same tribe’ (Young, 2003, pp. 277-278).  
 
Similarly, commenting on the change in nature of traditional Māori leadership in the 
twentieth century Tainui rangatira Robert Mahuta notes the infrequency of the ‘…big man 
who can spread his arms and cover the whole tribe’ and the rise of ‘…a lot of little 
men…who have skills for particular activities’ (2003, p. 140).  
 
After the death of Iraia and between July and November 1905, fifteen appeals to the 
Papatupu Block Committee’s Kōmiti Kaumātua based report were launched; key among 
the appellant objectors being Kaka Porowini who was dissatisfied with boundary 
apportionment and share allocation, and Maera Kuao and Hoori Whiu who were both 
perplexed with the geographical boundary determinations laid out by Iraia (Clayworth, 
2016, pp. 93, 140-141).  
 
It seems in the absence of the landscape knowledge and leadership ability of Iraia Kuao, 
several younger leaders moved in from the margins and sought to exert influence and 
moral direction over how they envisaged the landscape interests ought to be distributed. 
Their appeals were dismissed, however, by the Tokerau Maori Land Council which 
upheld the Kōmiti Kaumātua influenced findings of the Papatupu Block Committee. This 
sparked off a collection of eight further appeals by claimants which kept Mōtatau 5 as 
customary land without title until a rehearing in November 1907. On 26 November, the 
Native Appellant Court determined that the appeals had merit and that certain customary 
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rights were inadequately recognised and overruled the Tokerau Maori Land Council’s 
decision.  
 
Mōtatau 5 title was now to be re-investigated by the very court that Iraia Kuao and many 
other leaders in the region had worked hard to avoid – The Native Land Court. Still 
without title, this entirely new block investigation took place in April 1909 at a sitting in 
Kaikohe under Judge Gilfedder. After three weeks of intense inquisition and deliberation 
over occupancy rights, the Native Land Court delivered its judgement (see Young, 2003, 
p. 260; see Clayworth, 2016, p. 161 for a full synopsis of its ruling) on 13 May 1909. 811 
owners were inscribed on the title deed tallying 21,521 acres and the same number in 
shares in August.  
 
Not content with the investigation outcome, Kaka Porowini appealed the case in 
September 1910 over ancestral boundary lines while another appellant cited inequitable 
share allocation and property rights (Clayworth, 2016, p. 164). The Native Appellant 
Court struck down the appeal thus solidifying the title awards made by the Native Land 
Court in 1909. Crown derived, alienable title had now been allocated to groups of 
individual hapū members – a process which completely transformed communal 
customary land tenure over the Tautoro, Mōtatau 5 landscape.  
 
4.3.4 The Native Lands Act 1909, Maori Land Boards, Precedent Consents and Forced Partition 
 
Further legal-cultural impacts came in March 1910 with the Native Land Act 1909 coming 
into effect; an Act which Boast describes as one ‘…hostile to [indigenous] custom’ (Boast, 
2016, p. 347).55  
 
Throughout the country, the first decade of the twentieth century was fraught with 
judicial struggles as how best to expedite hapū title to individual, settler favoured 
alienable title. The tenacity to which hapū members defined and redefined their interests 
within the Court systems coupled with the myriad of legislative instruments and 
executive directives at play in the background caused confusion for Māori and delays for 
colonial settlers.  
 
55 As an example - among many - Boast cites section 84 of the Act which provided that Māori customary 
title could not prevail against the Crown and section 190 which stipulated marriages according to Māori 
customary law were to be abolished. 
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The Native Land Act 1909 was an attempt at ‘consolidating and amending’ the previous 
ten years and ‘designed to rationalise a plethora of confusing and conflicting laws, and, in 
a sense, to start again [by] removing all existing restrictions on alienation imposed by any 
previous enactment’ (Walkinton, 1998, p. 273). The tenets of the previous 1862 and 1865 
Native Land Acts seem to have resurfaced in the 1909 Act (see Kawharu and Sorrenson 
in section 4.1.1). This new system ‘…gave potential purchasers a variety of strategies’ to 
coax land from the few, despite land traditionally being owned by the many (Hill, 2004, 
p. 99).  
 
A key tool in this strategy was found in section 209, subsections 1 (b) and 209 (3) of the 
Act which stipulated that: 
‘[w]hen any Native land is owned for a legal estate in fee-simple by more than ten 
owners as tenants in common, no Native owner thereof shall be capable of making 
any alienation thereof unless that alienation is made […] with the precedent 
consent of the Maori Land Board in whose district the land or the greater part 
thereof is situated, given in accordance with the provisions hereinafter contained 
in this section […] If, having regard to the number of owners, and to the facility 
with which the execution by them of an instrument of alienation can be obtained, 
and to all other material circumstances the Board is of the opinion that in the 
public interest and in the interests of the Native owners it is not necessary to 
require the alienation to be effected by a resolution of the assembled owners 
under Part XVIII of this Act, the Board may by resolution, consent to the proposed 
alienation’ (Native Land Act 1909). 
 
The combined directive of the abovementioned permitted would-be purchasers to 
pursue approval from the local Maori Land Board to alienate land with more than ten 
owners by acquiring the undivided shares - or the ‘equitable interests in land owned by 
tenants in common where each co-owner has a specified (but not necessarily equal) share 
in the property, which he [or she] may dispose of separately from the others’ (Oxford 
Reference Online).  
 
If deemed in the public interest or the interest of the Maori owner(s) the procurement of 
undivided shares could be enacted without a meeting of all assembled owners - or rather 
‘as if the land were owned by less than 10 owners’ then the land under speculation was 
partitionable from the wider block’s interests (Bennion, 1997, p. 4). Bennion and 
Clayworth note the small window of opportunity with this regulation for sale partitions 
to occur in the manner prescribed in the 1909 Act as it was abolished by the Native Land 




Before detailing the disposition events that took place in late 1910 and 1911 in the next 
subsection, a reverse-chronology of a key legislative change introduced in 1905 is 
necessary here in order to explain the role of ‘Maori Land Boards’ in the 1909 Act.  
 
The creation of the Maori Land Boards came about by the passing of the Maori Land 
Settlement Act on October 30, 1905. The 1905 Act brought several consequential 
amendments to the Maori Lands Administration Act 1900. At the local level it disbanded 
the Tokerau Maori Land Council and its subsidiary the Papatupu Block Committee.  
 
Under the amended legislation, legal academic Tom Bennion indicates that ‘…land 
councils, which had consisted of four Māori members out of seven, three of whom were 
elected, were replaced by three-member district Maori Land Boards, with all three 
members being appointed and only one required to be Māori. The Māori presence and 
influence was thus reduced. Also, compulsory vesting in the land boards was introduced’ 
(1997, p. 2). On the last detail made by Bennion, Clayworth comments that the 1905 Act: 
‘had the impact of removing any chance for Māori landowners to put their own 
representatives on new Māori Land Boards. This meant the landowners had even 
less influence than they had had on the earlier Māori Land Councils. The new Act’s 
emphasis on vesting ‘had the potential to remove control of Māori land from the 
owners and pass it over to a Māori Land Board’ (2016, p. 132).  
 
In sum, the Crown-derived title to land over Mōtatau 5 while providing stable, alienable 
title to land suitable for settler purchasers, conversely provided highly unstable title not 
only in rangatiratanga and mana whenua terms but also for those hapū members – now 
‘tenants in common’ – who had common equity ownership over the block and desired to 
keep it that way.  
 
Unbeknownst to the wider hapū (in this case, a list of 811 owners), a purchaser could 
apply to the Maori Land Board - a Board with minimal to no Māori representation (let 
alone representation of Tautoro hapū) – and take interest in a block with the intent of 
partition.  
 
The interval between enactment and abolishment of the 1909 Act was more than enough 
time for many of the 811 title holders of Mōtatau 5 to be precluded from the avenue of 
owner’s assemblage and from involuntary partition. Clayworth concludes that there is 
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‘no evidence that the Board made any effort to determine whether the sale was in the 
interests of either selling or non-selling owners’ (2016, p. 277).  
 
4.3.5 Blomfield and Friends Set their Sights on Roto Kererū 
 
As Mutu has vocalised in regard to Ngāti Kahu lands in the Far North region of Te Tai 
Tokerau, similarly this subsection and section 4.3.6 are written ‘…in part, to correct the 
Pākehā historical record, which said that our ancestors had willingly sold our lands 
knowing that in doing so they were alienating it in accordance with English custom and 
law. However, the kōrero or oral traditions handed down…[does] not support such an 
interpretation’ (Mutu, 2012, pp. 94-95). In the case of Mōtatau 5, legal processes in late 
1910 and 1911 over te pito o te hāpori - the volcanic eruption centre of Roto Kererū, 
Maunga Tauanui and Maunga Tautoro - also do not support such an interpretation.  
 
With reference to Clayworth’s detailed 2016 findings, the following explanation 
addresses how land speculators employed tactics that may seem justified in the eyes of 
the beholder at the time given the colonial government’s agenda of rapid and expansive 
settlement of Māori customary land - but are observably questionable and unethical, 
triggering involuntary land loss of subjectively and objectively the most important land 
and waterscape in the area.  
 
In his analysis of qualitative partition sale data of 1910 and 1911, Clayworth indicates 
that a syndicate of seven Pākehā land buyers applied the leverage held in section 209, 
subsections 1 (b) and 209 (3) of the Native Land Act to the Tokerau District Land Board 
for precedent consent to purchase shares in the Mōtatau 5 block – a move which was 
‘confirmed by the Board’ and thus the ‘…major factor leading to the initial partition of 
Mōtatau 5’ (Clayworth, 2016 p. 270). The individuals of the syndicate seeking to gain 
ownership of Mōtatau 5 lands were William Elliot, A. Schmidt, William Eddowes, Robert 
Burns, Louisa Burns, Alexander Ferguson and Catherine Blomfield (nee Downes). The last 
name on this list belonged to the wife of former Tokerau Maori Land Council President 
Edward Blomfield. Furthermore, having removed himself of the council President role in 
1904, Blomfield and his legal associate Christopher Parr were now acting on behalf of 




Armed with precedent consent from the Tokerau Maori Land Board and minute interests 
in Mōtatau 5, the syndicate now were able to move within the listed circle of owners of 
the block and purchase shares from those few inclined to sell - without a majority consent 
of assembled owners. Sissons notes that the list of named owners found in the court’s 
memorial of ownership records:  
‘…greatly facilitated the acquisition of land from individuals from whom shares 
could be bought (sometimes secretly) without chiefly consent. Once a prospective 
purchaser had accumulated sufficient shares he or she would then apply Court to 
have their interests partitioned out. In the process, non-sellers were often left 
small, fragmented and uneconomic segments’ (2004, p. 23).  
 
In July 1911 in Kaikohe under jurisdiction from sections 109 and 111 chief judge C. E. 
MacCormick was called upon to partition the Mōtatau 5 block into defined areas of 




Map 8: The results of partition of Mōtatau 5. The histories and issues presented in this thesis play out 
on mainly sections 5E and 5G of the block. Image Source: Clayworth (2016, p.18).  
173 
 
The cartographic implications of the court ordered partition process seen in map 8 show 
the divisions of the Mōtatau 5 block. For the purposes of this thesis, attention is focussed 
solely on 5E, 5G and 5D delineations shown in map 8.  
 
The interests Maera Kuao held on behalf of his whānau and hapū Ngāti Rangi and Ngāti 
Moerewa where clustered in the Mōtatau 5E block with smaller interests defined in three 
2-acre wāhi tapu allotments in Mōtatau 5D (see map 8). Mōtatau 5G - the largest partition 
in the Mōtatau 5 block consisting of 5,515 acres were allotted to the syndicate of 7 owners 
(Clayworth, 2016, p. 273).  
 
As Alexander put it, ‘the net effect was that the whole of the district immediately around 
Lake [Kererū], and including the lake, but with the exception of Te Wharehuinga urupā, 
passed into European ownership in 1911’ (2006, p. 262). Instantly, Maunga Tauanui, 
Maunga Tautoro and Roto Kererū became - at least in a physical sense - less te pito o te 
hāpori and merely arable land with its own water source.  
 
4.3.6 Conflicts of Interest or Mere Coincidence?  
 
In the context of her doctoral thesis on the customary history of Ngāti Kahungunu and 
the role the Native Land Court played in its recent history, historian Angela Ballara stated 
that ‘…questions revolve around the European and Māori officers of the Court, the Judges, 
assessors and interpreters. What prejudices and interests affected their decisions, their 
advice and their translations?’ (1991, p. 505). Given the information put forward in 
subsection 4.2.5 and the lingering question proposed by Ballara, what were the 
prejudices and interests involved in the manner and extent of partitioning in relation to 
Mōtatau 5G and Maunga Tauanui, Maunga Tautoro and Roto Kererū? If solicitorial 
prejudices did exist, what natural reasons could there be for their existence? Did the 
landscape appear ‘…empty and unused and therefore available for a “superior use”?’ 
(Grey, 1994, p. 20). Or more simply, had ‘tangata whenua…willingly and knowingly 
extinguished all their rights, not only to the resources attached to their ancestral lands 
but also to the lands themselves?’ (Mutu, 2012, p. 99). The answers may lie in the 
landscape itself.  
 
The following opinions provide early Pākehā perspectives of the area and the interests 
served in its partition. In 1934, government journalist James Cowan wrote: 
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‘[Kererū] Tautoro Lake…is the most lovely, lonely, wild sanctuary imaginable, a 
bush-girt lake of profound calm with a round wooded islet rising from its centre, 
an ancient burial isle. Wild pigeons winnow the air from side to side by the tapu 
waters […] For centuries, this has been a burial ground of the Ngāpuhi chiefs. The 
dead were ferried across to the holy isle by a tohunga in a small canoe. A classic 
place, spirit haunted, steeped in mournful beauty’ (cited in Alexander, 2006, p. 
263).  
 
Similarly, surveyor John Thomas Inkster wrote: 
‘another very interesting burial place is situated behind a high hill at Tautoro, a 
few miles from Kaikohe. The hill, which is the property of the Kaikohe Land 
Company, is conspicuous because of its green, well-grassed condition. On its far 
side is a lake named Kereru…[t]he locality has changed much in the passing of time 
[…] in the days of Hone Heke, there was abounding human life. A place rich in tapu 
and scientific and historic interest is this lake […] Just on the shores of the lake 
where the bush touched the water at its original level, are the old burial caves, but 
they are very difficult to find, and, having been found, they are very difficult to 
enter’ (1934). 
 
Finally, in May 1930 Northern land consolidation officer M. V. Bell wrote that:   
 
‘…Motuwharangi Island is notable in another way, in that the bush thereon 
contains a very compete collection of northern indigenous trees […] it is worth of 
mention that the lake with the surrounding basin and bush on the slopes of 
Tautoro mountain, forms one of the scenic gems of the North and would make a 




Figure 16: Photograph of tourists at Roto Kererū posing in front of the wāhi tapu of Motuwhārangi 
(high mound to the right of the image) circa 1910-1920. Image Source: Ritchie (2005). 
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Partition intent for this specific area by the syndicate is also revealed in a copy of a letter 
from the Auckland office of the Native Land Court in October 1930 to the Native 
Department Under Secretary Robert Noble Jones regarding Motuwhārangi and Roto 
Kererū which read:  
‘[t]he Consolidation Officer [M.V. Bell] has interviewed Mr Robert Burns of Messrs 
Burns & Ferguson, the owners of the properties wherein the Lake is situated. Mr 
Burns stated that it was to get the Lake and its surrounding beauty that they 
purchased the sections, and that they would not consider parting with the Lake or 
any part thereof’ (Appendix B). 
 
In other discussions around the same time, it was also revealed that another key reason 
for obtaining the lake area and keeping it in the syndicates hands was its ‘hydroelectric 
potential’ (Clayworth, 2016, p. 281).  
 
With these factors in mind, were the circumstances surrounding the partition of Mōtatau 
5G considered neutral and fair or unequal and unjust? Clayworth’s investigation raised 
several red flags. Chief among them was Blomfield’s involvement in the whole process. 
Blomfield had a long history with the Mōtatau 5 block and knew it well in his capacity as 
Tokerau Maori Land Council President (see Hamer & Meredith, 2016). In Clayworth’s 
opinion on the evidence, Blomfield:  
‘…was directly involved in defining the Mōtatau 5G boundaries in the Native Land 
Court, when the area was partitioned out for his clients. Blomfield’s role in the July 
1911 Court hearing was highly questionable. At the partition hearing Blomfield 
ensured that the land purchasers got the best deal possible. He benefitted 
economically through his wife Catherine acquiring part of Mōtatau 5G. The fact 
that Blomfield helped define the boundaries of Mōtatau 5G indicates he was 
probably aware of the timber resources and improvements on this land […] While 
advising some of the land purchasers Blomfield also advised many of the land 
owners including Maera Kuao on land partition and other matters occurring in the 
Court’ (2016, p. 273).  
 
Again, Clayworth provides a caveat to this opinion citing that Judge MacCormick at the 
time did not ‘…seem to have considered this clear conflict of interest to have been an issue 
worthy of his attention’ (ibid., p. 273).56  
 
56 Commenting on the ethical obligations of lawyers and jurisprudence on conflicts of interest, New Zealand 
Supreme Court Justice Susan Glazebrook acknowledges that there is no issue with lawyers ‘acting for clients 
on unrelated and non-contentious matters, as long as information received under one retainer is not 
relevant to the other’ (2006, p. 3). The duties of loyalty, trust and confidence are ‘integral to the fiduciary 
relationship between solicitor and client’ thus requiring a lawyer ‘to act single-mindedly and 
disinterestedly in the interests of their clients’ (ibid., p. 2). While this opinion is present day, the fiduciary 
duty of a lawyer is a long-standing tenet of English common law.  
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4.3.7 Legal Trickery and Petitions to Government 1917-2015 
 
Collectively, the information presented in sections 4.3.5 and 4.3.6 provide evidence as to 
how settler-initiated legal actions in the Native Land Court towards Tautoro individuals 
and hapū legally dispossessed them of much of their historical land base.  
 
It was made clear in section 4.3.6 that the syndicate of seven Pākehā developers had 
realised great cultural tourism potential in and around Roto Kererū for Pākehā visitors, 
with visions of what the lake could provide in terms of its immediate aesthetic and 
recreational appeal and its future economic possibility in hydroelectricity generation. 
Wanhalla reminds us that: 
‘water was, and remains, a highly political issue in New Zealand. Focusing on how 
waterways were understood, utilized and debated…illuminates the importance of 
rivers [and lakes] to colonial development and improvement, and demonstrates 
the destructive impact of local authorities and government legislation upon Māori 
rights to key food resources. Dominated by local colonists, landowners and 
farmers, these entities were significant forums for advocating indigenous 
dispossession of wetlands, lakes and rivers…’ (2015, p. 140).  
 
The whakapapa narrative of exclusion and dispossession regarding Roto Kererū has not 
been forgiven. As Dell emphasises, ‘emotional pain is linked to the severance of the 
Māori–land tie’ (2017, p. 148). Kuia and descendant of Te Whitinga (brother of Kuao 
senior) Sharron Bedggood describes the pain of many Tautoro hapū members since 
dispossession in 1911:  
“[m]y tūpuna Iraia Kuao strove to have the maunga and lake area kept out of the 
hands of the Pākehā up until his death. After his passing hapū were stripped of a 
significant amount of their communal wealth, not just money wealth but health 
and wellbeing…that type of wealth which is the whenua and wai. Over one 
hundred years later we’ve not been able to exercise our rangatiratanga, our 
kaitiakitanga over roto Kererū. It’s painful to know that we don’t have it 
anymore…it’s not right. We didn’t sell our share portion of the landscape. In many 
ways it was stolen, we lost it and its devastating…always has been. Under the law 
it will ever and forever be that way…it was all for the soil, water and timber there. 
Hapū land was taken, that’s how I see it…the many of us were dispossessed by a 
few individuals…by legal trickery and that to me is theft. You can’t tell me that our 
tūpuna would’ve willingly and happily given up rights to the most sacred and 
beautiful water site and maunga in Tautoro for hundreds of whānau for seven 
Pākehā to have. It’s a wāhi tapu. Look at the state of the lake now, cows wade in 
the water and walk over the wāhi tapu…the farmer hasn’t fenced it” (2019, 
personal communication 16 April; see figure 17 for the current, depleted state of 
the lake).  
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Given the kōrero expressed by kuia Sharron Bedggood, what actions were taken by hapū 
members at their self-professed loss? The reactions by hapū members to the 
dispossession of Roto Kererū by the partition of Mōtatau 5G – at least within the public 
record - were ‘seemingly docile’ and not as swift as one would imagine given its ancestral 
importance (Kawharu, 1977, p. 307). It is plausible that upon realisation that Roto 
Kererū, Motuwhārangi, Tauanui and Tautoro had been included in the partition, a 
proportion of 811 listed owners would have conducted hui within marae forums on how 
best to rectify the mistake. Perhaps negotiations took place between hapū leaders and 
the new Mōtatau 5G owners on a resolution for a return of Motuwhārangi and Roto 
Kererū. This approach is unlikely, however, given the response of Robert Burns to 
Consolidation Officer M.V. Bell in October 1930 where ‘…Mr Burns would not consider 
the sale of even the island only…’ (Appendix B). 
 
It is not until October 1917 that ‘…something approaching panic…’ occurred and Mōtatau 
5G and Roto Kererū entered into the public record with a petition made by Pouaka Te 
Namu of Ngāti Rangi and 31 others highlighting the real-world, cultural and economic 
ramifications of the 1911 partition sale (Kawharu, 1977, p. 307). According to the 
summary provided by Clayworth the petitioners indicated that they: 
➢ ‘had not approved of the sale when it was made’ 
➢ realised that Blomfield, ‘their legal adviser’ was also acting for the ‘land 
purchasing syndicate’ 
➢ felt the governments land valuation assessment was unfairly low as it did not take 
into the value of improvements already done to portions of the block (i.e., bush 
clearing) or the amount timber on the land  
➢ ‘had suffered severe loss’ by their (designing) agent, Mr. Blomfield, who would 
thus despoil ourselves and our descendants after us’ (2016, pp. 274-275).  
 
After gaining no traction with the 1917 petition (see table 14 for summary response) 
another petition was sent to the Native Department in 1922 by Maera Kuao and 102 
others:  
1. Your petitioners pray that Kereru, a freshwater lake be set aside for us, for 
thereabout is a dug out pit for containing human remains. For there also 
are Wharehuinga and [Motuwhārangi] where the remains of our ancestors 
lie. 
2.  From Wharehuinga the human remains have been exhumed by the 
Europeans living near Lake Kereru. 
3.  [Motuwhārangi] is an island in the middle of Lake Kereru. Persons were 
buried there by Matiu Kapa, a Minister of the Church of England. These 
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were exhumed by the said Europeans, who were caught in the very act by 
the Maoris. 
4.  Therefore your petitioners make an earnest request in accordance with the 
law that the said European should not have any right to the said lake, but 
that the said right be vested in the Maoris, for the main land only was sold 
by the Maoris and their solicitor Blomfield. The said European has assumed 
the sole right to the pit containing the remains of our ancestors, and also 
the rights of the Maoris to the sacred places and to the said lake (Alexander, 
2006, p. 265).  
 
Clayworth’s investigation shows that after the petition was presented to House of 
Representatives Native Committee by Northern Māori MP Tau Henare in 1924, 
instruction was given from the Native Department to make inquires. Several internal 
investigations took place at the local level, particularly with Blomfield and Judge 
MacCormick who were involved with the 1911 Native Land Court partition. After 
conversation with MacCormick it was revealed that there was ‘no mention of the lake 
being excluded from the Mōtatau 5G title’ (Clayworth, 2016, p. 279). 
 
In equal turn there was no mention of Roto Kererū being included in the partition either. 
Furthermore, MacCormick later stated that Maera Kuao and others ‘had the first choice 
of position in the locality of this lake [and that they] did not ask for the lake to be made a 
reserve nor did they mention that it was tapu…if they had mentioned the lake, [it] would 
have [been] made a reserve’ (ibid., p. 280). One final opinion was given by Northern 
Consolidation Officer M. V. Bell in May 1930 and while lengthy in its description it 
provides key insights garnered closer in time to the events in question:   
‘The evidence of Maera Kuao on investigation in 1909 shows that the natives 
looked upon the place of Motuwharangi, as tapu. The minutes in 1911 show that 
the natives asked for tapu reservation for Te Poro, Manawahe and Wharehuinga, 
which were partitioned out as reserves and together called Motatau 5D. At the 
time of the partition (1911) conditions were rather unsettled as regards to the 
Motatau 5 block. The purchasers had commenced operations soon after the 
investigation of 1909 getting many signatures to transfers after obtaining 
precedent consent under section 209 [of the Native Lands Act 1909]. With many 
shares sold, the more absorbing interest in partition proceedings was probably 
the location of the various awards for non-selling groups and for the vendors all 
of which were based on a valuation and possibly the native owners were not over 
careful in making sure all “tapus” were reserved. The plan then in existence and 
before the Court on partition was of small scale and showed few particulars. The 
lake was only roughly outlined, while the existence of the islands was not 
disclosed thereon. It is quite possible therefore that the natives overlooked the 
island and quite probable that, in ignorance, they never realised that the water 
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might pass with the surrounding land into the European’s title. The island is in the 
lake off the foreshore of the tapu Wharehuinga and one cannot imagine them 
having Wharehuinga surveyed and reserved, and at the same time purposely 
parting with Motuwharangi. The conclusion arrived at, therefore, is that either by 
oversight they did not mention the matter or reservation, or they did not 
appreciate the fact that the water (with the island) might pass in title to the 
Europeans as land. The subdivision for the vendors, 5G, covered the area, and the 
point could possibly have depended on the completion of the plans, for it is only a 
matter of colouring that would show the lake as being in the title or not, especially 
when the Wharehuinga Reserve also border the lake. I have no hesitation in saying 
that Motuwharangi (with Wharehuinga) should have been reserved as tapu, and 
possible the lake too, but it would be a matter for the arrangement and acquisition 










Petitioner/ Hapū Affiliation Petition Subject Date Response 
Petition 447 by Pouaka Te Namu 
and 31 others. 
Sale of Mōtatau 5G. 1917 Under-Secretary of the Native 
Department requested a 
report on the Mōtatau 5 sales 
from the Registrar of the 
Tokerau District Maori Land 
Board L. A. Teutenberg. 
Blomfield’s conflict of interest 
was highlighted and the 
failure of the Government 
valuation to take the timber 
and improvement values into 
account when determining 
price was also noted. Despite 
this no further action was 
taken over the petition 
(Clayworth, 2016, p. 276) 
Petition 327 by Maera Kuao and 
102 others. 
Lake Kererū (including 
Wharehuinga and 
Motuwhārangi burial grounds. 
1922 Several investigations took 
place. Suggested remedy was 
negotiation with owners 
Application to the Native Land 
Court by Tāmati Pēhikuru 
(Chairman of the Tautoro Tribal 
Committee). 
Title investigation involving all 
wāhi tapu on the Mōtatau 5G 
block including roto Kererū – 
an area of 334 acres. 
1947 Likely an error had occurred in 
the partition of Mōtatau 5G. 
No action taken. 
WAI 435 - Application to the 
Waitangi Tribunal by Sharon 
Bedggood on behalf of ngā hapū o 
Tautoro. 
 1994 Consolidated into the 
WAI1040 claim. 
Petition to Northland Labour MP 
and Minister of Māori Affairs 
Dover Samuels and Minister in 
Charge of Treaty Negotiations 
Margaret Wilson.  
List of historical grievances 
stemming from the 1911 
partition of Mōtatau 5G and 
list of remedies. 
2000 No action taken. 
WAI 1715 – Application to the 
Waitangi Tribunal by Hohipa 
Matene on behalf of the 
descendants of Kuao, Whitianga 
and Takurua and Ngāti Moerewa 
and Ngāti Rangi hapū. 
The claim asserts that these 
hapū should have the 
customary rights to all the 
lands of Mōtatau 5 recognised 
as well as the return of roto 
Kererū. 
2008 Brief of evidence heard by the 
Waitangi Tribunal in 
November 2015 after 
consolidation into the 
WAI1040 claim. 
    
Table 14: Petitions to government entities by Tautoro hapū representatives regarding the 
partition of Mōtatau 5G. 
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It seems the issue remained in stalemate, with the Mōtatau 5G owners not willing to sell 
or return the lake area and hapū unlikely to afford it. Despite the situation Roto Kererū 
and several nearby sites of significance were at the forefront community thought in 
Tautoro. 
 
In 1947 the Tautoro Tribal Committee – a then recent pan hapū group formed to maintain 
local cultural self-determination and local autonomy in decision making under the 
chairmanship of Tāmati Te Maru Pēhikuru the great grandson of Te Whitinga (brother of 
Kuao senior; grandfather to kuia Sharon Bedggood) – inquired to the Native Land Court 
questioning the share apportionments when Mōtatau 5G was partitioned.  
 
Seeing hope in his recent championing of Māori welfare by the passing of the Maori Social 
and Economic Advancement Act 1945, Tāmati Pēhikuru wrote directly to Prime Minister 
and Māori Affairs Minister Peter Fraser in August 1947:  
‘Sir greetings – kindly accept my deepest sympathy in the loss of your wife and for 
the sad position in which the world finds itself today. The people recommend that 
an application for investigation of beneficial owners to Mōtatau 5 containing 300 
acres and Lake Kereru containing 34 acres be lodged by you as applicant. The 
following are the names of the places on the block – Te Totara, Puketūtū, Te 
Hawera, Te Wharepoke, Te Tiu, Kōpaki Pa and the Puarewa Rock cave. The people 
are unanimously agreed on this suggestion’ (Appendix C). 
As Armstrong, O’Malley & Stirling contend, for the likes of Maera Kuao and Tāmati 
Pēhikuru ‘…the fact that their ancestors remains were lying on land owned by a stranger 
[was] most repugnant’ and despite several attempts throughout the 1910’s and 1920’s 
‘officials tacitly admitting that the island had been included in a sale to Pākehā through 
some error, no action was taken [and]…eventually placed in the too hard basket on 






Figure 17: Roto Kererū in March 2019. Motuwhārangi can be seen on the right. Drought and a lack of 
perimeter fencing allow any cows grazing nearby to enter onto the wāhi tapu and pollute the lake 
water (an issue first raised in the 1930’s). Cows can be seen in the midground, on the verges of the 
lake. Image source: Personal collection.  
4.4 Raruraru ki te Puna: Troubles at the Spring: Mid-Twentieth Century Challenges to Hapū 
Rangatiratanga and Kaitiakitanga and the Taking of the Springs 
 
Ten years after renewed efforts by Tāmati Pēhikuru to resolve the issues around Mōtatau 
5G’s partition, new pressures on Tautoro water sources were looming. The nearby 
township of Kaikohe was fast becoming the hub of the mid-north region, providing 
agricultural supplies to a growing farming community (Boese, 1977, pp. 185-188; Ritchie, 
1990, pp. 94-101). The population of the town was steadily growing, with the population 
doubling in the 1945-1959 to 2,370 residents (New Zealand Official Yearbook). With an 
economic and population increase expected, the Kaikohe Borough Council (KBC) sought 
out new local, permanent water sources for town supply. 
 
Preliminary searches within the district revealed the potential value of the Tautoro 
spring (known locally as Te Mātā puna) located approximately nine kilometres south of 
the township. This spring is one of many that flow from the large underground aquifer in 
the maunga Tauanui catchment (see chapter 3, section 3.1.1; see figures 12, and map 2). 
Its proximity to the recently formed Mangakahia Road and its output volume measuring 
approximately 102,000 litres per hour, the spring had the potential to fulfil the towns 
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water needs (see section 3.1.1, see also map 9 for the springs vicinity to Mangakahia 
Road/State Highway 15).  
 
 
Figure 18: Te Mātā Puna in June 2020. Wai Māori (pure water) issues from the pools surrounding rock 
banks.  
 
A check of the springs land title history highlights a fractional style of ownership over 
once communally held land. The 1909 Native Land Act – the culmination of all previous 
native land legislative mechanisms - had irreversibly transmuted Tautoro hapū land 
tenure structures from communal possession to selected individuals being named in title 
deeds.  
 
The fractioning of communal land in the early twentieth century was also exacerbated by 
bilineal succession or land ‘…passed on to all descendants regardless gender or birth 
order’ (Clayworth, 2016, p. 267). Bilineal succession according to historian Aroha Harris 
(Ngāpuhi) meant that ‘the number of owners in any given block of land increased with 




The land block within which the spring is located, on May 26, 1915, became an area of 29 
acres, partitioned out of the larger Mōtatau 5E block by Hera Te Wharehuinga Matewai 
Matene, Korihi Whiu and Paki Te Whata.  
 
While partitioned into Mōtatau 5E22E for their residential use, the springs were 
effectively held in trust for the common benefit of ngā hapū o Tautoro (H Te Whata, 1977, 
private collection). However, hapū rangatiratanga, mana and kaitiakitanga over their 
springs and surrounding land were not to last. The KBC set its sights on how to 
appropriate the springs. 
 
As a part of their acquisition process, by July 1957 the KBC had made inquiries with the 
Maori Land Court asking for the list of owners of Mōtatau 5E22E. The search revealed 
that via bilineal succession eight members of the Matene whānau (of predominantly Ngāti 
Rangi and Ngāti Moerewa hapū) held the block as Māori Freehold Land. 
 
In October of that year, the Tokerau District Maori Land Court registrar W. Adams advised 
the KBC on five ways in which to best acquire the area for the town’s water supply 
purposes (see Appendix D). The Public Works Act 1928 - the ‘principal Public Works Act 
of the twentieth century’ (Cleaver, 2004, p. 61) - was advised as the most cost-effective 
means.  
 
In April 1958 the Borough Engineer, G.P. Keller endorsed the need for a new Kaikohe 
water supply. In correspondence to the Ministry of Works, Keller highlighted several 
concerns surrounding water to the township, citing insufficient quality and quantity for 
town supply as key concerns, especially in droughts (see Appendix E).  
 
From Keller’s perspective, the attraction of the Tautoro water supply was its potential – 
if used conservatively – to meet the requirements of the Borough over the next fifteen to 
thirty years (ibid).  
 
A meeting of the KBC’s Waterworks Committee was held on 15 August 1958 to consider 
Keller’s report. After considerable discussion, Council concluded that taking water from 
the Tautoro spring appeared the most satisfactory way of providing Kaikohe with a clean 
and reliable water supply. Council resolved that a proposal be submitted to the Local 
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Government Loans Board and negotiations for the acquisition of the necessary land at 
Tautoro to commence.  
 
In March 1958, a land survey plan by the KBC shows an indication to take the land for the 
purpose of installing a pumping station and other works in connection with water supply 
pursuant to the Public Works Act 1928 (see map 9). 
 
It is important to pause the narrative here at this juncture and explain the impacts of this 
Act on Māori land tenure. Treaty claims researcher Phillip Cleaver explains: 
‘[b]y 1928, the proportion of New Zealand’s land area that remained in Māori 
ownership was very small. About ten percent of the total area was held as Māori 
freehold land, while remaining Māori customary land was negligible. Public works 
takings therefore represented a relatively significant encroachment on remaining 
Māori land, even when relatively small areas of land were involved. It is therefore 
not surprising that Māori communities generally expressed resentment at both 
the continued lack of legislative concern for protecting remaining areas of Māori 
land from public works requirements, and the continuing provisions that 
provided generally lesser protections for Māori than general land’ (2004, pp. 61-
62). 
 
Returning to the narrative, we see the KBC proposing that a pump station be constructed 
alongside the spring with pipes sunk into the ground and piping relayed from the spring 
to the township eight kilometres away (see map 9).  
 
Council minutes indicate that there was opposition from the Matene whānau to the 
acquisition of the land for township supply (see for example Appendix G exhibiting a 1958 
letter from Matire Matene on behalf of her extended whānau to the KBC opposing the 
taking of her land under the Public Works Act 1928). The grounds for objection are not 
specified in council documents reviewed in the research process or from the 
abovementioned letter. However, it is notable for the history and narrative of Tautoro in 
relation to the springs that there was deep unhappiness that their springs, in which they 
exercised exclusive rangatiratanga, mana and kaitiakitanga were targeted. Equally 
significant was the fact that they had no say in its future.  
 
Despite this opposition, the alienation of the lands including the springs was a mere 
formality. A proclamation was issued with the Governor General Charles Lyttelton, 10th 
Viscount Cobham giving consent to take the land on 17 September 1959 pursuant to the 
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Public Works Act 1928, securing Mōtatau 5E22 for the Mayor, Councillors and citizens of 
the Borough of Kaikohe (see Appendix F). 
 
 
Map 9: Survey Block District - VIII Punakitere, Land District North Auckland- Bay of Islands County 
Council March 1958. The yellow shaded area is the land area taken under the Public Works Act 1928. 
The area intended for the pumping station is outlined in black. Image source: Archives New Zealand 
Auckland Office – C 108 061. 
Water easements which existed before the issuing of the proclamation were retained and 
subsequently the Council granted further water easements to surrounding properties in 
the Tautoro district (between 1963-1969). The right to take water from Te Mātā puna at 
the time was granted to the Ruataniwha Base Farm (now the Tahi orchard Oranga Kai 
(ex-Honey Tree Farms Ltd) and the people of Tautoro.  
 
Whilst insights into hapū opposition between notice of intention (September 1958) and 
proclamation (October 1959) of the seizure of the puna were not found in the research 
for this thesis, insight can nevertheless be gleaned from later correspondence from 
minute book files of Te Kōmiti-a-Iwi-o-Tautoro (the Tautoro Tribal Committee) (TTC) 
which give indications of the reasons for community objection. The responses from the 
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tribal committee signify how Te Mātā was not merely the property of the listed owners 
on the title but rather a hapū taonga.  
 
Indicative of the serious concerns hapū leadership had at the time, on 9 February 1961 
Ngāti Rangi and Ngāti Moerewa representatives on the TTC sent a letter directly to the 
Minister of Māori Affairs Josiah Ralph Hanan flagging its importance as an ancestral site 
and enquiring if the Minister was aware its appropriation by the KBC (see Appendix H). 
 
A second letter was sent on 6 April 1962 to Minister Hanan objecting to the acquisition 
of Te Mātā by the KBC. It also stressed the ancient cultural, spiritual and practical 
interests of the springs to local kaitiaki while also explaining that government officials 
had made tentative assurances in the 1950’s that the spring be made a permanent reserve 
and that it not be taken for any other purpose (see Appendix I). 
 
Hanan replied to the TTC in May 1962, highlighting that an issue of compensation (to 
whom and what quantum) was before the Māori Land Court and thus it would be 
improper for him to intervene (see Appendix J). As simple as that, a government minister 
who had responsibilities for Māori affairs, argues he had no role.  
 
Adding further insult to injury were the bureaucratic actions of his department’s senior 
official, the Assistant Māori Affairs District Officer in Whangarei P.J. Brewster. Brewster’s 
memo insisted that according to Māori Land Court records there had been no official 
statements issued promising the TTC that Te Mātā puna would be set aside and protected 
in reservation status for Tautoro hapū. Once again, hapū mana and rangatiratanga were 
completely ignored.  
 
It took another five years when in 1967, the Māori Land Court confirmed the alienation 
to the KBC and confirmed the compensation amount to the former landowners to be £500 
(Kaikohe Minute Book 4, p. 337). Hapū interests (mana and rangatiratanga) were, in this 
one instance, whittled down to financial value.  
 
Hanan’s insinuation to the TTC that nothing else could be done, seemingly set the tone 
for things regarding Te Mātā puna for the remainder of the twentieth century (and nearly 
the first quarter of the twenty first). 
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As of 2020, no pumping station has been installed to deliver water to the Kaikohe 
township. It seems that sometime after the proclamation, the KBC found an alternative 
water source, one closer to the township. This left open the major question: was the 
section of land surrounding the puna no longer required for the KBC’s intended purpose 
for which they took it? If Te Mātā puna was retained, for what purpose was it being 
subsequently used for by the KBC?  
 
The short answer to this question is that the springs were not used for the original 
purposes and yet the springs had been alienated out of the Tautoro hapū. The KBC now 
had title, and it therefore maintained legal interests and power to determine future plans 
in relation to the springs (and neighbouring land to which it had also acquired title).  
 
Despite KBC ownership of a section of land around the puna, Tautoro hapū continued to 
exercise its mana, rangatiratanga and kaitiakitanga to the best of their ability by utilising 
the puna as they had done previously for generations. And like the water issuing from the 
ground, flowing outwards and disappearing, so too did the historical memory of the 
spring’s appropriation by the KBC.  
 
However, in 2016, much like the cyclical nature of water precipitation, where it reappears 
again after a time, so too did the issue of the 1959 Public Works taking of Te Mātā puna 
re-emerge in the hearts and minds of hapū kaitiaki via a series of events.  
 
Water extraction proposals by Honey Tree Farms Ltd (HTF) (discussed in chapter 5) as 
well as road works subcontractors of the Far North District Council (FNDC) syphoning 
water from the spring entrance for road construction and maintenance raised issues of 
external uncertainties, environmental threat as well as questions as to the legal status of 
the puna. These actions triggered marae community leadership to respond.  
 
The community’s response to HTF’s proposal for water take are explored in greater detail 
in chapter 5. Dialogue in 2017 and 2018 with Asset Manager of 3Waters for the FNDC 
Barry Somers revealed several key insights as to the contemporary legal status of Te 
Mātā:  
➢ Since its seizure in 1959, the spring had not been declared surplus to Council 
requirements despite the pumping station or any water being pumped to Kaikohe 




➢ Despite its significance to the community, Somers admitted that no consultation 
efforts between Tautoro marae and Council representatives over the use of the 
puna or its future use has ever occurred; 
 
➢ On the question of a return of the 1674m2 of whenua, considering the directives 
found in section 41(d) of the Public Works Act 1981, Somers indicated that in 
principle given the length of Council inactivity with the asset, the spring could be 
offered back to the former Māori owners, their descendants or some other suitable 
trust arrangement;  
 
➢ Any return of the puna would require a formal resolution of the FNDC. Somers 
indicated that at the time (2018) the recent construction of the Ngawha Industrial 
Business Park near Kaikohe posed a potential roadblock to any possibility of a 
return given that the park needed a freshwater source. With no likely alternative 
sources Te Mātā is likely to remain a ‘remote possibility’ to provide potable water. 
 
Despite several attempts by Tautoro marae leadership and members of the Tautoro Hapū 
Authority (THA) to prompt the FNDC to discuss in chambers as to position of the spring, 
no resolution has been passed. The draught of 2019/2020 only reinforced the need for 





The whakapapa of colonisation is one shared by all hapū in Aotearoa New Zealand, in 
some form or another. The events are many and the impacts are complex. In simplified, 
sequential terms, the arrival of British in 1769 begat a relationship between colonial 
settlers and Māori across Aotearoa New Zealand. This relationship begat Te Tiriti o 
Waitangi/The Treaty of Waitangi in 1840 – a reciprocity of rights and responsibilities 
between two divergent peoples with equally divergent ontological and epistemological 
ideologies. The next layer in this genealogy would not be balanced. 
 
Settler colonial claims to sovereignty - achieved by a precise mixture of ‘state coercion 
and [indigenous] consent’ (Wells, 2007, p. 183) - meant an imposition of Crown law and 
order. This phenomenon simultaneously denied the rangatiratanga assertions made by 
rangatira and hapū under Te Tiriti and later drove fundamental changes in the primordial 
order of the natural environment and Tautoro hapū relationships to whenua and wai. 
Echoing the voices of incredulous rangatira like Iraia Kuao and Maihi Kawiti who 
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challenged colonial claims to sovereignty over hapū whenua and wai, the Waitangi 
Tribunal found that at February 6 1840, signatories to Te Tiriti:  
‘…did not cede their sovereignty. That is, they did not cede their authority to make 
and enforce law over their people or their territories. Rather, they agreed to share 
power and authority with the Governor. They agreed to a relationship: one in 
which they and Hobson were to be equal – equal while having different roles and 
different spheres of influence. In essence, rangatira retained their authority over 
their hapū and territories, while Hobson was given authority to control Pākehā’ 
(2014, p. xxii).  
 
The colonial era saw the ‘hegemony of private property’ become ‘well established and 
inscribed into the legal order’ of things in Aotearoa New Zealand (Wells, 2007, p. 181; see 
also Harris, 1997, pp. 133-138).  
 
As this chapter discussed, the division and apportionment of property into ‘bundles of 
rights’ to land and resources was premised on anthropocentrism and industrialism which 
placed ‘…fundamental importance on the exploitation of resources through an extraction 
of the benefits they contain[ed]’ (Garrity, 1999, p. 1194). What occurred in Tautoro was 
a ‘settler sovereignty over all things’ (Tuck & Yang, 2012, p. 5). A vertical hierarchy was 
imposed ‘of power comprising multiple, interlocking juridico-socio-political 
relationships between human and non-human life-forms…[which] continues to order 
relationships of power, and privilege particular modes of ontology, epistemology, and 
legality…’ (Kanji, 2017, p. 1). In Tautoro, hapū have observed this play out in front of their 
eyes, over at least six generations.  
 
The distinct whakapapa strands shown - both terrestrial and anthropinistic – described 
the systematic legal dispossession of sacred taonga wai Māori (precious freshwater 
ecosystems) and whenua rangatira (prominent landscapes). Taonga became ‘intense 
centres’ (Sissons, 2013) for capitalist speculation and ‘objects of colonial possession’ for 
enhanced agriculture and water extraction (Wells, 2007, p. 183; see Tapsell, 2011; 2020, 
p. 42; see also Wanhalla, 2015, p. 140). The relationships of hapū ‘and their land became 
an increasingly symbolic one, tied to idealised kinship and memory’ (Sissons, 2004, p. 
23). 
 
These new ‘objects of colonial possession’ came about via moral exclusion and legal 




The struggles for recognition of tangata whenua knowledge, of Te Tiriti rights 
(encapsulated by the Tiriti word ‘rangatiratanga’), mana, manaakitanga and kaitiakitanga 
regarding waterways are ongoing. Chapter five explores these struggles from a Tautoro 
































Chapter Five: Protecting the Mauri of Wai Māori in Tautoro   
 
‘It is clear to me that we are drawing a line…and right now…Black Lives Matter is part of 
the process…the end of the Euro-Hetero-patriarchy is a part of the process. What I have been 
re-recognising is that land is sacred, life is sacred, the universe is sacred. I have available to 
me and everybody now has available to them a more informed metaphysics, a more 
compassionate way of navigating our experience here on Earth…’ Chase Iron Eyes, 
member of the Great Sioux Nation and Lead Counsel for the Lakota People's Law 
Project (Vice, 2020). 
 
 
Considering the chequered layers of colonial interactions in Tautoro covered in chapter 
four, in this chapter I examine contemporary relationships between wai Maori and hapū. 
I examine the resource management politics of water use including the roles and interests 
of local government and business interests and their effects on Tautoro. These kaupapa 
(issues) – are at the forefront of kōrero in our marae wharenui (meeting houses). Kōrero 
has intensified in response to the increased frequency of drought not least the severe 
drought of 2019-2020 and corresponding climatic impacts on groundwater levels and 
freshwater systems. And equally concerning to Tautoro and to neighbouring 
communities is the rising concentration of large-scale avocado and kiwifruit orchards 
throughout the Te Tai Tokerau region.  
 
This chapter has six parts. The first part discusses national environmental and freshwater 
policy frameworks followed by a brief discussion of their local application and related 
local iwi/hapū political and capacity issues in Te Tai Tokerau.  
 
These discussions serve as background to then investigating the specifics of a business 
entity’s major land development proposal regarding the establishment of a large avocado 
orchard in Tautoro.  
 
This chapter then turns to examining the resource consent application of this business 
entity, Honey Tree Farms Limited (HTF) and the hydrological report by Williamson 
Waters Advisory (WWA) in support of HTF in relation to water use, access and rights in 
Tautoro.  
 
The third part discusses the Cultural Impact Assessment (CIA) written under the auspices 
of the Tautoro Hapū Authority (THA) in response to hapū unease over the proposed 
allocation of rights to groundwater extraction for orchard irrigation purposes. It also 
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briefly explains the decision to change the naming of the CIA to a Tangata Whenua 
Cultural Values Statement and Impact Assessment (TWIA).  
 
The next two sections examine in further detail the values of Tautoro hapū relating to 
their wai. I discuss hapū metaphysical understandings of wai Māori flow in Tautoro 
considering contemporary representations of the whakapapa relationships that connect 
tangata, whenua and wai which were not considered in the initial resource consent 
applications hydrological report. The final section concludes the chapter.  
 
5.1 The Political Geography of Freshwater Control in Aotearoa New Zealand  
 
Economic anthropologists Amber Wutich and Melissa Beresford write that ‘water has a 
long history of privatization, commodification, and management via market mechanisms’ 
(2019, p. 169). Born at the turn of the twentieth century, these modes of control 
influenced a global ‘…push to treat water as an economic good and subject to the laws of 
supply and demand…’ (Garrick, Hanemann, & Hepburn, 2020, pp. 1-2). This 
understanding of regulation and centralised control of water has also influenced ‘…a 
scientific hydrological view of water which conceptualises water as a material substance 
available for human control and exploitation’ (Beresford, 2020, p. 4). For over a century, 
human control in Aotearoa New Zealand of freshwater has been framed by government 
‘…institutions, practices and discourses that determine modes of control, management 
and decision-making’ (Linton & Budds 2013, p. 173; see also Ruru, 2010, pp. 221-222).  
 
Describing the impacts of settler colonialism and its legacies of capitalism on wai Māori, 
environmental advocate and independent researcher Tina Ngata (Ngāti Porou), asserts 
that ‘the extraction of my people from…waterways has occurred across physical, 
epistemological, philosophical, cultural and spiritual dimensions. The tools of extraction 
have been political, legislative, economic and educational’ (2018, pp. 25-26). Chapter four 
showed narratives of settler colonial hegemony and the ancillary denial of hapū tino 
rangatiratanga - the right to self-determination to whenua and wai in Tautoro – at a local 
level based on the privatisation and commodification of key ancestral landscapes and 
waterscapes.  
 
Despite Te Tiriti o Waitangi guarantees acquiesced in 1840, control of land and water has 
been in the hands of government whilst tangata whenua have been ‘excluded from 
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decision‐making…not consulted when their waters were disrespected and mistreated, 
and have had to witness the harmful consequences to the health and well‐being of water 
and its people…’ (Te Aho, 2018, p. 1618). 
 
The prioritising of settler majority interests consolidated proprietary governance over 
land, fisheries, mineral resources, sea and freshwater (e.g., Lakes Omapere and 
Waikaremoana) and ensured ‘Māori sovereignty [was] displaced…entrenching 
longstanding, preventable inequities in health and other important domains of social life’ 
(Moewaka-Barnes & McCreanor, 2019, p. 1). In the realms of resource management, this 
has meant the ‘marginalization’ of Māori values and knowledge systems in ‘water 
substantiality debates and practices’ in decision making (Tipa & Welch, 2006, p. 374). In 
agreeance, socio-hydrologist Jaime Linton and human geographer Jessica Budds indicate 
that the ‘genealogy and the political consequences’ of exclusive scientific, social and 
cultural sovereignty in resource management -including freshwater hydrology - has had 
‘the effect of separating water from its social relations and privileging a particular type of 
hydrologic expertise’ (2013, p. 171). These interests and expertise - the authors argue - 
has meant that water management has concentrated its thinking ‘…in the more abstract 
notion of the aquifer and the need to balance aquifer abstraction and recharge, while 
decision makers regard water as an abstract resource to be allocated so as to produce the 
greatest social and political benefit’ (2013, p. 178).  
 
Regional councils via the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) administer 
environmental policy and control quantity usage and quality standards of freshwater. It 
is here ‘at the local authority level’ Mutu explains ‘…where Māori resources are most 
immediately affected, where decisions are made that directly affect their ancestral lands, 
waterways, seas, and within them, the wāhi tapu (the sacred sites and places of special 
significance that have been ritually restricted)’ (2004, p. 160).  
 
Part 2 of the RMA guides regional councils to ‘recognise and provide for the relationship 
of Māori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral lands, water, sites, wāhi 
tapu, and other taonga’ (section 6 (e)); and ‘to have particular regard to kaitiakitanga 
(section 7 (a)), the ethic of stewardship (section 7 (aa)), and the efficient use and 
development of natural and physical resources (section 7 (b))’ as well as requiring the 
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principles of the Treaty of Waitangi to be taken into account (section 8) (see 
www.legislation.govt.nz).57   
 
When developing or changing their district plans, sections 66 and 74 of the Act require 
regional councils and local authorities have regard to any relevant planning document 
recognised by an iwi authority. These usually take the form of iwi and hapū management 
plans which are commonly prepared in order to give ‘expression of rangatiratanga to help 
iwi and hapū exercise their kaitiaki roles and responsibilities’ (Ministry for the 
Environment, n.d.) and thus provide a wider cultural values-based framework for 
regional councils and resource management planners to refer to for sustainable 
management of natural and physical resources within tribal rohe. 
 
Additionally, section 4 of the Local Government Act 2002 (LGA) stipulates local 
government to give appropriate account to the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi while 
section 81 (a) of the Local Government Act 2002 notes that a local authority must 
‘establish and maintain processes to provide opportunities for Māori to contribute to the 
decision-making processes of the local authority; and (b) consider ways in which it may 
foster the development of Māori capacity to contribute to the decision-making processes 
of the local authority’ (see www.legislation.govt.nz).  
 
These legislative provisions aim to put into practice Māori cultural values into regional 
environmental governance through recognition of Treaty of Waitangi principles of 
partnership and shared decision making. 
 
 
57 It is important to note here the contested nature of the Treaty principles which developed out of New Zealand 
Waitangi Tribunal and High Court/Court of Appeal jurisprudence from the mid-1980s to early 1990s for the 
purpose of promulgating certain rights and responsibilities from both texts. Ngāti Kahungunu legal academic 
Carwyn Jones argues that while the key principles of partnership, good faith and redress have played a critical 
role over the past 45 years in ‘…the recognition of aspects of Māori rights within our current constitutional 
framework’ (2013, p. 712) they are a simulation of the rangatiratanga envisaged and understood in tikanga 
Māori terms by rangatira when they assented to te Tiriti o Waitangi. As Jones explains, Treaty principles ‘… offer 
a limited and fragile protection for such rights …[as] they are based on an inherent compromise – the 
compromise between Crown sovereignty and tino rangatiratanga. This compromise is acceptable – more than 
that – it is necessary in a constitutional framework that is based on Crown sovereignty’ (ibid., p. 712). Citing 
other legal scholars – Moana Jackson and Jane Kelsey – Jones highlights the danger of the Treaty principles 
compromise, resulting in the ‘distortion of the Māori concepts involved, especially tino rangatiratanga’ to the 
point where they effectively ‘deny tino rangatiratanga’ and ‘the validity of Māori law, legal institutions, and legal 
processes’ (2013, pp. 714-715; see also Mikaere, 2011, loc. 2049). He opines the need for the engagement of 
core Māori concepts like tino rangatiratanga, mana and whanaungatanga for strengthened relationships across 
government, policy and social sectors (Jones, 2013, p. 17).  
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In recognition of these principles, central government has increased the presence and 
effect of Māori traditional mātauranga and environmental ethics such as kaitiakitanga by 
recent direction in its national policy statements on freshwater management. Its 2014 
edition charges regional councils to ‘involve iwi and hapū in the management of fresh 
water and freshwater ecosystems in the region’ (Ministry for the Environment 2014, p. 
18).  
 
Changes to the policy in 2017 introduced reiterations of the concept of Te Mana o te Wai 
which urged regional councils and local communities including tangata whenua to ‘get 
together to discuss what values they hold for the freshwater bodies in their rohe, to set 
freshwater objectives and limits. In upholding Te Mana o te Wai, these discussions should 
explore all values the community holds for fresh water’ (Ministry for the Environment, 
2017, p. 2). Policy statement two of its 2020 amended version stipulates that ‘tangata 
whenua are actively involved in freshwater management (including decision making 
processes), and Māori freshwater values are identified and provided for’ (Ministry for the 
Environment 2020, p. 9).  
 
Active involvement of tangata whenua according to the statement can be achieved 
through mechanisms available under the [RMA] which include transfers or delegations 
of power (section 33); joint management agreements (section 36B); and mana 
whakahono a rohe (iwi participation arrangements) (subpart 2 of Part 5) (ibid., pp. 12-
13).  
 
With the rise of collaborative management frameworks, ecologist Hannah Rainforth (Te 
Āti Haunui-a-Pāpārangi, Ngāti Hinemanu, Ngāti Hauiti, Ngāti Rangi) and environmental 
scientist Garth Harmsworth (Te Arawa, Ngāti Tūwharetoa, Ngāti Raukawa) highlight a 
steady paradigm shift in collaborative decision-making regarding freshwater (see also 
Sinner, J & Berkett, N, 2014, p. 69). Iwi and hapū throughout the country have developed 
tikanga based assessment and monitoring tools tailored to local cultural values and geo-
specific knowledge systems (Rainforth & Harmsworth, 2019, p. 21; see also Moewaka-
Barnes & McCreanor, 2019, p. 10). 
 
A prime example of collaborative planning for freshwater can be seen in Te Ture 
Whaimana o te Awa o Waikato (the Vision & Strategy for the Waikato River), a co-
197 
 
management agreement between the Waikato River Authority (a pan-iwi representative 
board) and the Waikato Regional Council. Born out of Waikato–Tainui Raupatu Claims 
(Waikato River) Settlement Act 2010, the co-management model ‘…has transformed 
regulatory frameworks regarding land use and freshwater…[as] local authorities are 
more proactive in exploring pathways to improve relationships with tangata whenua’ (Te 
Aho, 2018, p. 1619; see also Muru-Lanning, 2012).  
 
As political scientist Karen Webster and environmental scientist Christine Cheyne explain 
‘while the majority of councils have, in the last decade, implemented formal consultation, 
information sharing and decision-making processes, their effectiveness across the sector 
varies’ (2015, p. 150). Mutu argues that despite positive sentiment within acts like the 
RMA and LGA to recognise partnership and collaboration there exists a ‘lack of knowledge 
and political will [within councils] to implement the relevant sections…’ resulting in 
‘Māori cultural and spiritual concerns [being] constantly trampled on by developers 
whose actions are fully condoned by consent-granting local authorities’ (2004, p. 160). 
Hamer attributes this stance to the RMA being ‘essentially permissive of development, 
with a difficult burden falling on opponents of development to show why it should not 
take place’ (2016, p. 30). Citing environmental law academic Nicola Wheen, this 
statement is reinforced:  
‘the RMA sets out ‘well-meaning principles such as sustainability’, but defines 
them loosely and ‘fails to provide any real checks against development and 
resource exploitation’. The wording of the RMA allows the courts to interpret 
‘sustainable management’ as involving a ‘balancing test’ between economic gains 
and environmental protection, but such tests are ‘inherently biased towards 
development’, because ‘tangible’ economic gains always win out over ‘intangible’ 
environmental benefits’ (ibid., p. 30; see also Ruru, 2010, p. 223).58 
 
Indeed, the Waitangi Tribunal concluding in its 2019 National Freshwater and 
Geothermal Resources inquiry that in ‘terms of the active protection of freshwater 
taonga, [it] found that the RMA has allowed a serious degradation of water quality to 
occur in many ancestral water bodies, which are now in a highly vulnerable state (2019, 
p. xxi).  
 
58 A prime, recent example of RMA based decision failures to not properly take into account the cultural 
effects of the water extraction or Te Tiriti responsibilities of local hapū/iwi is currently being played out in 
the New Zealand Court of Appeal. The issue relates to the granting of resource consents for 8.8 billion litres 




The issues with recognition of Māori interests and desires for self-determination in 
regional rohe as mana whenua are problematic. According to strategic advisor for Māori 
at the Far North District Council (FNDC) Phillip Grimshaw, while iwi/hapū management 
plans may reflect the position of an iwi or hapū, when internalised by council they usually 
do not ‘mesh’ with RMA processes or principles and their relativity is thus minimised 
(2018, personal communication, 10 July). The Waitangi Tribunal concurs, in that with ‘no 
incentives or compulsion for councils to pursue co-management arrangements […] iwi 
management plans, are not given sufficient legal weight’ (2019, p. xxi). At the regional 
level - sociologist Avril Bell argues – this is because central and local government are:  
‘not a fit subject for recognition politics. Particularly at a local government level, 
the New Zealand state suffers severe historical amnesia, and, more broadly, the 
New Zealand state can be characterised as an incoherent, shape-shifting subject, 
enacting partnership in one instance and not the next, and frequently guilty of 
insincerity, saying one thing while doing another’ (2018, p. 78). 
 
Commenting on the incoherency of relations between mana whenua and regional 
councils and considering the Ministry for the Environments 2005 Wai Ora: Report of the 
Sustainable Water Programme of Action Consultation Hui - legal academic Maia Wikaira 
(Ngāti Tūwharetoa, Ngāpuhi, Te Rarawa) comments says:  
‘[w]hile some hapū and iwi speak of good relationships, others report a feeling of 
exclusion and the inability or unwillingness of local authorities to work with 
tangata whenua. The reports noted that even in areas where relationships are 
generally good, iwi and hapū seek a more active role in decision-making. They 
highlighted a distinct lack of engagement at the policy and plan making stage of 
decision-making, instead local authority relationships with Māori tending 
primarily to be based on consultation. This focus continues to relegate Māori to a 
reactive rather than proactive role in decision-making’ (2010, p. 10; see also 
Waitangi Tribunal, 2019, p. 536).  
 
At December 2020, only four months have passed since the latest national policy 
statement on freshwater management was released. There are significant opportunities 
for Māori participation in local freshwater management as frequently noted throughout 
the policy. However, challenges remain regarding the willingness, capacity, 
understanding and resourcing of councils to enable and encourage such participation. 
There are also challenges regarding capacity and resourcing of hapū themselves to 
engage. As the Waitangi Tribunal has recently declared ‘under-resourcing is a chronic 
problem which the Crown is aware inhibits Māori participation in RMA processes’ (2019, 




5.1.1 Capacity and the Complications of ‘Iwification’ – The Situation in the Mid-North 
 
The Northland Regional Council (NRC) governs a boundary line north of Auckland that 
stretches from south-east of Mangawhai across to the Kaipara Harbour extending north 
to the countries northwesternmost tip of Cape Rēinga covering a land area of 13,286 km2 
(Northland Regional Council, n.d.).  
 
According to its database of iwi and hapū environmental management plans held by 
council, there are twelve individual plans formally lodged. Of the twelve, six were lodged 
by mandated iwi authority groups from within the region with the remaining six coming 
from either hapū or smaller, mandated bands of hapū (see Northland Regional Council, 
n.d.). And while several other iwi in the region (e.g., Ngāti Hine, Ngāti Wai) have formal 
plans lodged, at the time of writing this thesis, no iwi environmental management plan 
exists for Te Rūnanga-a-iwi-o-Ngāpuhi (TRAION) – the iwi authority administrative body 
which acts on behalf of its ‘125,601 affiliated members’, including Tautoro people, in 
encounters with central and local governments (StatsNZ, 2013). Neither are there hapū 
level environmental management plans for the several resident hapū in Tautoro. Indeed, 
most hapū throughout Te Tai Tokerau/Northland do not have environmental 
management plans and unfortunately this situation is experienced amongst most hapū 
nationwide as well.  
 
Chapter three demonstrated thriving pre-1860 hapū economic activities based on 
relationships with whenua and wai in Tautoro. This can be likened to what environmental 
humanists Stephen Muecke and Ben Dibley describe as ‘earthbound economies’ - 
economies of attachment, responsibility and variability (i.e., not monocultural) with non-
human stakeholders (2016, pp. 5, 150).  
 
Despite hapū efforts at self-determination (see sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2), chapter four 
detailed the ‘inundation’ of that local earthbound economy by settler colonialism which 
over time degraded hapū ‘autonomy and capacity to compete with the settler economy 
on a level footing…’ (Reid, Rout & Tau et al. 2017 p. 34). As a point of clarification, Lester 
and Laidlaw state that ‘[i]f past exercises in indigenous self-determination at sites of local 
control often ended in failure, this was the failure of the colonial project to cope with 
indigenous persistence, rather than of indigenous capacity itself’ (2015, p. 17). This 
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capacity deficiency is described by environmental sustainability scientist Kyle White 
(Potawatomi First Nation) et al. The authors explain the deficiency as an exclusion of 
indigenous sovereignties from ‘administrative, scientific, legal, and diplomatic capacities 
to participate equally with state/provincial nongovernmental organizations in 
consultations, joint planning, negotiations, and other cooperative or adversarial 
processes’ (2017, p. 148). The deficiencies have descended the whakapapa through to 
today (see Mutu, Pōpata, Williams et al., 2018, p. 249 for examples on the negative 
impacts of sovereign exclusion on morale and health of hapū in the Far North regions).  
 
Chairman of the Tautoro Hapū Authority (THA) Wipari Henwood (Ngāti Rangi, Ngāti 
Moerewa) speaks of the struggles of exercising rangatiratanga in the Tautoro rohe and 
obtaining local recognition of mana whenua status by way of establishing relations with 
regional government and other local horticultural industry actors. He articulates that: 
“as whānau, hapū, kaitiaki our financial capacities to set up our futures are 
extremely limited, its basic survival for the most part. They [whānau] want quality 
lives and the relationships with their taonga [wai/whenua] to be recognised by 
government on equal terms. It’s hard to keep up on all the things going in our area 
when you’ve got full time employment…things like resource consents that have 
real impacts for our mana whenua. It’s a difficult situation to be in when the rug 
was pulled out from under us in the past so it’s even more difficult to gain some 
control in the situation when there’s rapid transformations coming from industry 
rushing in for water and applying to council for extraction in places Tautoro. Right 
now, we’re constantly on the back foot but that doesn’t mean we give up and say 
to councils or the companies go for it” (2019, personal communication, 15 March).  
 
Jim Sinner and Garth Harmsworth echo Henwood’s outlook, recognising that:  
 
‘[w]ithin every region and catchment in New Zealand, iwi and hapū are contending 
with a large number of overlapping issues ranging from biodiversity strategies 
and freshwater management plans to coastal development and management of 
Māori commercial enterprises. […] There will be times when iwi and hapū are not 
ready to engage with councils or participate in collaborative planning because of 
these other conflicting issues. Capacity and capability issues also arise for iwi and 
hapū—there is a limit to how many issues and processes to which they can 
contribute at any one time’ (2015, p. 9). 
 
From these hapū-level capacity and capability issues, there are other socio-political 
circumstances that impact on the ability of hapū to engage in freshwater management. 
 
These relate to what Tapsell (2017) discussed as ‘iwification’. In Te Tai Tokerau, to have 
regard to iwification is to analyse the iwi/hapū political dynamics in the contexts of a 
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Treaty settlement era as well as increasing horticultural transformation of the region. It 
involves TRAION as the mandated iwi organisation in the Treaty settlement process and 
as an iwi authority for the purposes of NRC dealings under the RMA. It is important to 
note here that the disagreement between clusters of mid-north hapū and the tribal 
corporation that is TRAION over mandate to proceed with Treaty settlement negotiations 
with New Zealand Crown for historical breaches of Te Tiriti o Waitangi is complicated 
and beyond the scope of this thesis to explain (see the Ngāpuhi Mandate Inquiry Report 
2015 for a detailed description; see also Ruru, 2018, pp. 297-298). 
 
Iwi refers to ancestral bones and according to Tapsell is also – ‘a temporary, super large, 
but unstable kin-organised collective of hapū’ (2020, p. 70). The augmentation in the late 
1980s of this ‘little-used tribal concept’, was in the passing of Rūnanga Iwi Act 1991 
where it was ‘legislatively appropriated beyond its customary kin-defined context’ (ibid., 
p. 70). The Act stipulated that a tribal corporation be selected to represent all tribal 
members, administer its social programmes and commercial assets - thus giving iwi or 
rūnanga legal status as the official voice of its members.59  
 
Waka Umanga - A Proposed Law for Māori Governance Entities – a New Zealand Law 
Commission report surmised the ‘anxiety’ of the Runanga Iwi Act 1990 for hapū as 
stemming from the ‘legislative control of tribal matters generally’; the ‘owing [of iwi] 
existence to a statute of Parliament’ and the fear that ‘“corporate warriors” will displace 
traditional, tribal leaders…’ (2006). More profoundly, as Tapsell suggests, ‘their frame of 
reference to act on behalf of communities was western-legally defined as opposed to 
being marae-defined’ (Tapsell, P 2017, p. 360; see also Sissons, 2004, pp. 23-24). The net 
effects of the empowerment of rūnanga by the temporary Runanga Iwi Act 1990 (the Act 
was repealed nearly eight months later) are described by cultural anthropologist Toon 
Van Meijl:    
‘[i]n rural areas many local communities refused to surrender their autonomy to 
some tribal authority at a higher level of their traditional hierarchical structure 
[…] many tribes were reluctant to recognise super-tribal authorities as the 




59 Sissons points out that governments have insisted on dealing with single groups of tribal representatives 
rather than individual hapū since as early as 1928 (2004, p. 28).  
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The ‘rigid definition of the essential characteristics of iwi by law’ (Birdling, 2004, p. 267, 
citing Metge, 1990) suited the government’s 1990’s Treaty of Waitangi settlement policy 
of direct settlement with large natural groupings or iwi as consolidated hapū. Legal 
expert Malcolm Birdling argues that the large natural groupings policy seriously 
undermined the rangatiratanga interests of hapū ‘…which were (and arguably still are) 
the primary vehicles of Māori political organisation’ (2004, p. 266).  
 
Although rūnanga have important roles in fulfilling functions on behalf of its members in 
terms of social or economic outcomes or in terms of promoting a political ‘tribal’ voice 
the consolidation of power with iwi has also encouraged ‘adversarial relationships among 
Māori claimants’ (Poata-Smith, 2004, p. 180) via ‘strategic one-upmanship’ (Muru-
Lanning, 2011, p. 23) creating a ‘growing class divide’ and ‘alienating hapū from iwi 
governance, and…tribal assets from the community itself  (Bell, 2018, p. 81). Bell - citing 
Kelsey (2005), Bargh (2007) and Coulthard (2014) – suggests the alienation of hapū from 
meaningful, shared local political power is ‘colonialism in a new guise’ (2018, p. 81; see 
also Reid, Rout & Tau et al. 2017 pp. 46-47).60 
 
These arguments have direct bearing on Tautoro and the wider Ngāpuhi mid-north 
region. The ripple effects of this divisive policy continue to be felt today with the 
uncertainties surrounding the Ngāpuhi Treaty settlement negotiation. The rejection of 
the mandate of Tūhoronuku - the independently mandated authority of Ngāpuhi to 
negotiate with the Crown – by 70 out of 110 hapū in December 2018 highlights the 
divisions between the tribal corporation and marae, kin-communities and challenges the 
widely held perception of Ngāpuhi as a homogenous entity. To do so, Moon opines is to 
‘…the detriment of the many hapū which happen to fall under its name, yet which strive 
to have their distinctive voices heard’ (2014).  
 
The negotiation of Treaty claims involving mid-north hapū (including those in Tautoro), 
TRAION and the Crown and the myriad of issues this has presented (i.e., mandate) 
overlap with many of the capacity issues highlighted previously by Henwood and by 
 
60 As a result of a class stratification of Māori occurring at the confluence of iwi with settlements and those 
iwi/hapū without, Mikaere states that this is a ‘recreation of Māori society in the image of the coloniser’s 
class system [which] will create differing political agendas for Māori, depending upon where they find 





Sinner and Harmsworth which ultimately influence ‘…the degree of participation, 
discussion and agreed outcomes within a collaborative planning environment’ (2015, p. 
9). 
 
The following sections showcase what transpires at the local level in the shadow of what 
has been described in the previous two sections and shaped by what occurred there. 
Namely the absence of hapū management plans; the absence of a Ngāpuhi environmental 
strategy that helps to prosecute or promote a Tautoro perspective in relation to 
environmental and freshwater management; no direct relationship between Tautoro 
hapū and with the NRC; and the limitations relating to contemporary Māori kin 
community leadership.  
There is the THA but it is not a legal entity or resourced to fulfil complex environmental 
management functions. Yet politically it has achieved the often-difficult goal of hapū 
communities – it has received mandate from the Tautoro hapū community – through 
constant kanohi-ki-te-kanohi kōrero and whakapapa kin-accountability (see chapter 2). 
The mandate has been given specifically to deal with water/consent issues. On the back 
of political support and the eagerness of its volunteer members who themselves have 
their own busy lives, the THA is immediately confronted with how to protect hapū values 
and the ancestral landscape in the face of external corporate capitalism. This capitalism 
is driven by the desire of a company to extract significant volumes of water in order to 
extract out even more from land and so profit from an industrial level avocado enterprise. 
 
5.2 Raruraru Anō ki te Puna: Problems at the Springs Again: Honey Tree Farms Limited and the 
Resource Consent Application for Groundwater Take for Avocado Irrigation Supply 2017  
 
The issues raised in the remainder of this chapter stem from the purchase of the property 
at 6258 Mangakahia Road, Tautoro by the company Honey Tree Farms Limited (HTF) in 
2014. For the purposes of this chapter the catalyst that gave rise to the situation discussed 
in this section began in 2016. Regathering the threads laid down in sections 2.2.1.1 and 
2.2.2 of chapter two we continue to weave the kōrero where the Tautoro community first 
realised the full scope and impacts of the planned irrigation activities of the new manuhiri 
in the Tautoro hapū rohe.  
 
A brief recap shows that having planted roughly 10 hectares of a planned 54 hectares in 
avocadoes and drilled a production bore in October 2015 to a basalt lava aquifer at a 
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depth of sixty meters, HTF commissioned Williamson Water Advisory (WWA) to prepare 
a consent application and assessment of effects report. The resource consent report 
lodged under section 88 of the RMA with the Northland Regional Council (NRC) in 
September 2017 sought permission to draw 2,160 m3 per day (two million, one hundred 
sixty thousand litres) at 25 litres per second from the orchard’s bore for avocado tree 
irrigation and to counter summer soil moisture deficits in peak summer demand. The 
applicants determined the maximum annual volume limit ought to be set at 285,336 m3 
(two hundred eighty-five million three hundred thirty-six thousand litres). This was 
deemed adequate by WWA to fully meet the orchard’s needs in a 1-in 10-year drought. 
The consent duration applied for was thirty-five years. 
Later clarification with representatives of HTF revealed that the proposed irrigation plan 
was not merely for the survival of the avocado/kiwifruit in summer, but rather for the 
optimum production of the fruit in ideal summer growing conditions. Furthermore, that 
the amount of irrigation water applied for was based on a necessary amount in drought 
conditions and would not be needed every year nor every day of the season once the 
orchard was established. 
 
Prior to lodgement of the consent, a range of opportunities for community and tangata 
whenua engagement with the project plan occurred. Section 2.2.1.1, of chapter two noted 
the commendable efforts by HTF and WWA to locate local Māori and other community 
members to consult with. In May 2016, representatives of HTF were invited by nearby Te 
Riingi marae to answer questions and concerns community members may have had 
about their plans. Later in June, an open invitation was given to neighbouring property 
owners to attend an on-site meeting hosted by HTF at their Tautoro orchard. Both 
presentations whilst advertised by social media and word of mouth were poorly attended 
with numbers not exceeding eleven. THA member Mana Te Whata - who was present at 
both consultation meetings – recalls the following: 
“I remember listening to them talking and I [thought] this isn’t consultation…they 
may have framed it as consultation but really what it was was them telling us what 
they’ve done and what they’re already doing and what they’re going to do. It’s 
already been planned, it’s already happening. It was a tick of the box exercise to 
say we’ve met the local natives. Companies and councils might be getting better at 
finding local Māori to show their plans to but that’s about it. There was a lot of talk 
about applications to the Northland Regional Council and technical reports but not 
once were we asked as mana whenua o Tautoro what we thought about them 




Setting aside opinions regarding of the quality of consultation, the fact remains there 
were numerous and genuine attempts at informing local community members of HTFS 
irrigation and orchard expansion plans. The resource consent application to NRC listed 
21 Māori and non-Māori individuals and entities that were directly contacted by HTF – 
sourced from neighbours and contacts within TRAION and NRC – as well as phone calls 
to local community members throughout January and February 2017.  
 
As a formal opportunity for consultation to take place, a letter was also sent out in early 
February by WWA to neighbouring residents of HTF. Its objective was to provide a brief 
description and plan of proposed activities; an assessment of environmental effects; and 
a description of measures proposed to reduce the extent or impact of those effects 
(Williamson, 2017). The letter also clarified the way in which WWA and HTF viewed 
consultation. While acknowledging that public participation is one of the key principles 
underlying the RMA and that the actions of one neighbour can (in this case groundwater 
take) impact the resource use of another, the letter also acknowledged that: 
‘…the RMA does not require an applicant to consult anyone about their application 
for resource consent…however [it] does require people applying for resource 
consent to submit a record of any consultation undertaken and the responses 
received. This can give decision-makers the information they need to make well-
founded decisions. Consultation can have a significant bearing on the Council’s 
notification process, whether that be a decision for “no notification”, “limited 
notification” or full “public notification”. While it is not obligatory to consult or get 
written approvals from affected parties, doing both will usually allow the smooth 
processing of the consent by the council, and save time and money’ (Williamson, 
2017).  
 
On receipt of HTF’s resource consent application in mid-September 2017 and 
consideration given to its specifics and the relevant RMA sections that governed public 
notifications, the NRC decided to limit the notification on 18 January 2018. To arrive at 
this decision, the NRC, on receipt of the HTF application and in light of section 95 (a) of 
the RMA to determined that the impacts of water take would be minor and not require 






Map 10: Estimated potential drawdown of groundwater level resulting from HTF’s seasonal water take activity. 
The yellow dot in the centre marks HTF’s orchard production bore. The yellow lines represent the topographic 
contours of the landscape. The centre pink line defines the HTF property boundary. The black lines delineate a 
simulated magnitude and extent of the impact on groundwater levels expected from pumping the maximum 
seasonal volume of 267,104 m3 at the end of the irrigation season. Williamson’s hypothesis suggests that bore 
sites within 1,200 meters of the HTF pumping bore may experience up to 4 cm of drawdown while those 1,800 
meters from the pumping bore may experience up to 2 cm of drawdown. Williamson considers these drawdown 
levels to be insignificant (2017, p. 34). The white star marks the position of Te Mata puna while the red star marks 
the location of roto Kererū and maunga Tauanui. The addition of the two stars is of my design. Image source: 
Williamson (2017, appendices). 
Seemingly, the NRC’s consideration of relevant RMA legislation (specifically sections 2AB, 
95B and 95E subsection 1 – which determines that a person is an affected person if the 
consent authority decides that the activity’s adverse effects on the person are minor or 
more than minor (but are not less than minor)), resulted in the status of limited 
notification being applied to the HTF application (see Parliamentary Counsel Office, n.d.). 
Also relevant to the NRC’s decision were:  
➢ The environmental impact assessment conducted by WWA as part of their 
resource consent application; 
➢ A peer review of this assessment by an independent groundwater consultancy 
firm Land Water People (LWP);  











Combined, these measures demonstrated to the NRC that the groundwater take was 
unlikely to adversely affect water levels at Te Mātā puna, Roto Kererū, and Te Ōpou 
Stream. The practical effect of the decision was the limited notifying of the application to 
only those properties within the 0.16 drawdown contour shown in map 10 
(approximately a 1.5 km radius around the bore site). If landowners or property 
occupiers within this radius considered themselves to be adversely affected by the 
applicant’s proposal, a submission to the NRC could be lodged by 16 February 2018.  
 
It did not take long for the first indications of hapū discontent to surface and voice 
opposition - firstly at the limited notification of the consent application by the NRC and 
secondly at the realisation of the scale and extent of the proposed groundwater take by 
community members with whakapapa affiliation to Tautoro who were either not present 
at the initial consultation meetings held in 2016 and 2017 or who lived outside of the 
area. The latter of these issues is best described by kuia and lawyer Mereana Te Whata 
(my mother and herself an external resident to the Tautoro community at the time of 
submission) who took issue with the limited notification status:  
“[the] limitation precludes the many whānau who live outside of this boundary 
line but nevertheless could be and are affected by the proposed activities of Honey 
Tree farms. The term Tangata Whenua is used to refer to the whānau and hapū 
community in a geographical area. But it is not limited to that definition. It also 
extends to include whānau members who live away from their homeland, those 
who live elsewhere in Aotearoa and overseas, whose connections to home are still 
active and kept alive by te ahi kaa, te hau kāinga [referring to the home people]. 
They too are members of the community, who may or may not be affected by the 
irrigation activities. The powerful spiritual, whānau and hapū attachments to our 
ancestral tribal area are not dictated by place of residence alone. What goes on 
here, has a ripple effect that flows on to them also” (2018, personal 
communication, 1 March).  
The events surrounding the limited notification set in motion a series of hapū-ā-rohe hui 
(pan-tribal meetings) in February, March and April 2018 to discuss the resource consent 
application and its implications for hapū kaitiakitanga.  
 
The environmental, political and socio-cultural concerns raised in these meetings have 
already been outlined in chapter two, sections 2.2.1.1 and 2.2.2. Legislative concerns 
about the resource consent application were also voiced in these meetings. These 
208 
 
included, for example, the RMA section 6 requirements which stipulated that all persons 
exercising functions and powers under it shall recognise and provide for the following: 
(e) the relationship of Māori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral 
lands, water, sites, wāhi tapu, and other taonga; 
(c) the protection of areas of significant indigenous vegetation and significant 
habitats of indigenous fauna; 
(g) the protection of protected customary rights’ (see www.legislation.govt.nz). 
 
Section 7 of the Act were also discussed, which to recall sets out ‘in achieving the purpose 
of this Act, all persons exercising functions and powers under it, in relation to managing 
the use, development, and protection of natural and physical resources, shall have 
particular regard to - (a) Kaitiakitanga’(ibid). Lastly the importance of section 8 was 
discussed and which sets out stipulations that require ‘…all persons exercising functions 
and powers under it, in relation to managing the use, development, and protection of 
natural and physical resources, shall take into account the principles of the Treaty of 
Waitangi’ (see www.legislation.govt.nz).  
 
Scrutiny of the resource consent application by community hui consensus deemed that 
hapū relationships with their ancestral land (section 6 (e)) and the protection of 
customary rights (section 6 (g)) were not adequately provided for. Tautoro hapū have 
strong ancestral associations with the surrounding whenua (see chapter 3). The orchard 
irrigation activities were to occur within the hapū rohe and upon whenua tūpuna 
(ancestral land). A review of sections 6 to 8 suggested that cultural values important to 
Māori be properly assessed and formally written alongside other technical reports (e.g., 
hydro-geology, archaeological).  
 
There had been no cultural impact assessment (CIA) written from a Tautoro perspective. 
Furthermore, the kaitiakitanga provisions of section 7 were also in doubt. At the time of 
the resource consent application, Tautoro hapū – namely Ngāti Rangi, Ngāti Moerewa, 
Ngāti Whakahotu, Ngāti Kiriahi, Te Ngare Hauata, Te Whānau Whero and Ngāi Tawake – 
were unable to properly exercise kaitiakitanga when RMA section 6 provisions had not 
been recognised and provided for.  
 
Inherent to the exercise of kaitiakitanga is the acknowledgement of the relationship 
between hapū and their ancestral land and waterscape – a relationship which extends 
over the rohe irrespective of cartographic maps, block definitions and indefeasible land 
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titles which are a simplification of the complexity of the area and ‘…present[ing] only one 
version out of the range of possible stories about the places [they] depict’ (Dalcher, 2018, 
p. 2). 
 
The lack of effort given to the abovementioned requirements thus failed section 8 
directives for Te Tiriti based engagement and protection of rangatiratanga and how the 
interests of Tautoro mana whenua be recognised and provided for. The role of the 
Tautoro Hapū Authority (THA) - a pan-hapū, ropū kaitiaki (guardianship group) 
consisting of members from each of the seven hapū - was to metaphorically re-erect pou 
whakairo in Tautoro by asserting the mana whenua of Tautoro hapū into the project 
planning and resource consent process that was clearly devoid of local cultural values 
and knowledge (see chapter 2, sections 2.2.2).  
 
5.3 Cultural Impact Assessment and a Questioning of the Modelling  
 
Having received mandate from the Tautoro hapū community, the THA’s immediate role 
was to protect culturally significant land and waterscape heritage taonga for tangata 
whenua by advocating on their behalf – a socio-cultural and socio-environmental 
assessment of the impacts of a groundwater take in the vicinity of sacred taonga wai. As 
kaumātua Kāwhena Mathews aptly explained, “it’s less about managing the wai… the wai 
is pai [fine] where it is in the whenua…we need to manage the human behaviour, the 
relationships of our people and [others] business interests to it” (2018, personal 
communication, 14 April).  
 
An invitation was sent to HTF and WWA to meet with the THA at Te Mātā Marae, the 
marae nearest to Te Mātā puna and HTF orchard on 12 June 2018. The THA sought to 
build an understanding with HTF of possible mechanisms that enabled Tautoro hapū to 
express tino rangatiratanga as mana whenua and kaitiaki in a way that was influential to 
the situation. The THA explained to HTF and WWA that the initial environmental 
assessment conducted by WWA for HTF’s resource consent to NRC did not – despite the 
Ministry for the Environment’s Quality Planning website guidelines for best planning 
practices encouraging applicants of resource consents to do so – include a CIA (see 
Ministry for the Environment, n.d.). As political scientist Annie Te One (Te Ātiawa, Ngāti 
Mutunga) rightly acknowledges ‘mana whenua have expertise over their lands and 
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resources that is essential to council [and industry] decision-making and will make for 
better-informed decisions that benefit the entire community’ (2020). 
 
By highlighting the absence of an assessment of the cultural effects of the groundwater 
take, the THA emphasised an absence of consideration to the longstanding histories of 
occupancy of hapū on traditional land, the hapū relationship with wai Māori and the 
traditional mātauranga relating to their use. In order to fill this knowledge gap and as a 
first step in any dialogue going forward, the THA insisted a CIA on HTF’s consent proposal 
be conducted immediately. The socio-cultural relationships of the waterscape required 
as much attention as the hydrological and geological attention already given by WWA.  
 
HTF responded positively to this proposal, admitting that the effects assessed prior to 
consent lodgement were incomplete owing to the gap in data in respect of the cultural 
and spiritual relationships and future aspirations of hapū to natural resources in the area. 
WWA had missed or had simply not understood the important cultural indications 
espoused in the three meetings prior to consent application lodgement. 
 
As to the question of who would undertake the CIA, WWA suggested a consultancy firm 
external to Te Tai Tokerau with expertise in Māori engagement and research. While the 
offer was appreciated, the THA advised WWA that in order to understand and gain the 
insight needed for this kaupapa, it was preferable that a person or group be appointed 
from within the mid-north region who had established whakapapa connections to the 
area, who would be dedicated to the kaupapa and who would in these terms be 
professionally qualified to conduct a cultural impact assessment with Tautoro whānau 
and hapū.  
 
HTF was advised that the THA would find the expertise necessary to conduct research for 
a cultural impact assessment on groundwater take within the catchment, and whose goals 
were compatible with those of Tautoro hapū. Expertise in research and writing were also 
important. Funding support for research, convening of hui as well as time and energy for 
the authors were also discussed and agreed up on with HTF. The company saw the CIA as 
an extension of technical hydro-geo reports already carried out.  
 
Beyond the question of the CIA were also a series of questions about aspects of the 
geology and geography presented in the resource consent application. These concerns 
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were brought to the table at the June 2018 hui by the efforts of Jenny Te Whata (nee 
Street). While her expertise lay in agricultural science, much of her recent citizen science 
work concerned the geology and geological history of Tautoro - information which she 
had gathered over decades. In her opinion, HTF’s application aimed to show that water 
extraction from the aquifer would not impact significantly on the various water resources 
in the area, particularly the nearby Te Mātā puna. By extension the model specifications 
in its hydro-geology report showed that a direct connection between the aquifer and Te 
Mātā puna did not exist based on short-term impact modelling. This suggested that the 
puna was situated in a different catchment from the catchment aquifer upon which HTF’s 
orchards bore was situated. These points were in her view, highly debatable.  
 
While a full assessment of the geological metrics and modelling used in HTF’s application 
is outside the scope of this thesis, there were assumptions made in the experimental data 
sets that casted doubt in the confidence of the modelling, at least in the eyes of the THA. 
These doubts stemmed from the following: 
 
➢ The original water extraction tests conducted in 2015 and 2016 described in 
the application were not considered very meaningful because of the 
insufficient length of trials as well as rainfall levels in that period complicating 
the comparison of aquifer pumped volumes against Te Mātā puna discharge. 
Drawing conclusions of catchment size and catchment separability between 
HTF orchards and the puna from a short monitoring period and without 
further technical study (water flow data meters installed at key water sources 
in the wider community) appeared to constrain the accuracy of the consent 
application through inference rather than observation; 
 
➢ Could sustainable net extraction of groundwater be achieved if it was found 
that HTF’s bore and Te Mātā puna shared the same catchment aquifer source? 
There was significant concern about what happens to the puna in dry, or 
drought years if there is competition between HTF’s aquifer use and the 
surface water feeding the puna discharge. Long term monitoring is needed to 
draw conclusions.  
 
Budds comments that the transdisciplinary science of hydrology is relatively new (2009). 
Despite advancements in understanding in earth science generally and the technical 
capabilities of computer modelling, subsurface hydrological process modelling ‘…are only 
ever representations of environmental systems. The accuracy of model results is always 
limited to some degree, because the exact representation of hydrological processes – 
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especially over large scales – will never be fully attainable due to their dynamic, context-
specific and complex nature’ (2009, p. 424).  
 
The THA were not oblivious to the uncertainties inherent in hydrological systems. 
However, the ‘desocialised nature’ (ibid., 2009, p. 428) and reductionist approach of the 
hydrological assessment made by WWA coupled with the uncertainties produced by the 
climate crisis (i.e., increasing yearly drought, aquifer depletion) demanded more 
inclusive, flexible and adaptive management approaches to human behaviour with 
groundwater for horticultural irrigation.  
 
5.4 Tangata Whenua Cultural Values Statement and Impact Assessment 
 
A major source of uncertainty and concern around the project for hapū members was the 
decision on groundwater take being made by the NRC in the absence of historical and 
geo-cultural contexts. The application’s analysis of water was based on a limited set of 
hydrological models as well as soil, geology and geography dimensions.  
 
The THA, advocating on behalf of Tautoro hapū sought to build an in-depth narrative of 
context by articulating their unique intellectual and social history of tangata whenua with 
the geography and its waterscape. It was felt that a change in title of the technical report, 
from ‘Cultural Impact Assessment’ to ‘Tangata Whenua Cultural Values Statement and 
Impact Assessment’ encapsulated the main ideas for conveyance to HTF and NRC and 
more adequately described its purpose. Namely a statement by tangata whenua and for 
tangata whenua, of their worldview, their knowledge and relationships with their 
whenua and taonga wai – thus signposting its vital local context.  
 
The task of researching and writing a Tangata Whenua Cultural Values Statement and 
Impact Assessment (TWIA) on the on-going HTF irrigation project was kept within the 
THA to be co-authored by myself and planning and resource management 
consultant/whanaunga (relative) Steven Sanson (Ngāti Rangi, Ngāti Moerewa) with 
support from the remaining THA members. The research for this thesis and research for 
the TWIA occurred in tandem and overlapped in many regards with data findings 




Like the statement by Chase Iron Eyes that opened the introduction of this chapter, the 
THA at the behest of their hapū community - via the TWIA - sought to draw a line at 
groundwater extraction. As discussed throughout this thesis, colonisation, native 
deforestation and agricultural intensification have been exerted on the Tautoro 
landscape for the better part of a century – without consultative and participatory 
processes occurring with tangata whenua. A quarter of it has occurred under the 
regulations of the RMA.  
 
The THA saw the need to not only draw the line at groundwater extraction, but also the 
need to recognise, reflect and re-present the broader social dimensions of wai Māori by 
making available to HTF, WWA and the NRC a more ‘informed metaphysics’ – a rethinking 
of water, place and community. Underlyingly, the TWIA was a step towards rescaling the 
political power in the Tautoro marae catchment. And like the vision espoused by Tina 
Ngata, the THA simultaneously sought the full recognition and ‘…restoration of our 
relationship to our waters. The honouring of our divine whakapapa, our genealogical 
relationship to and intimate interdependency with the waters’ (2018, p. 26).  
 
Seeing the scale of THA’s plans for the TWIA, WWA sought to limit its cultural assessment 
to only those residences and sites confined within the 1.5km drawdown area. In the THA’s 
view, this ‘narrow technoscientific representation of water’ (Karpouzoglou & Vij, 2017, p. 
2) was untenable given waters’ broader socio-cultural dimension and the widespread 
whakapapa connections to the Tautoro marae catchment. 
 
In order to connect HTF and WWA - and by extension the NRC as decision making 
authority - to the Tautoro logic of water, and in turn reshape their own relationships to 
water and the environment, the TWIA utilised the concepts of the ‘hydrosocial cycle’ 
(Linton & Budds, 2013) and ‘waterscape’ (Karpouzoglou & Vij, 2017) as viewpoints for 
its analysis. Both concepts speak to the hegemony of politics and contemporary 
mainstream western ideologies of water which sees humans as elementally separate 
from and dominant over land and water.  
 
Considering critical analysis over the past two decades, Linton and Budds argue that 
today, hydrology - the study of the flow of surface and subterranean water – and the 
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hydrologic cycle are predominant means of ‘representing flows of water in the 
hydrosphere’ and thus have become: 
‘… ‘orthodox’ science (Forsyth, 2003), predicated upon ‘Western’ views of nature 
that reduce water to its material composition (H2O) (Linton, 2010), the 
homogenization of different waters (Orlove and Caton, 2010), and the 
characterization of hydrologic processes as ordered and universal (Brown, 2004; 
Walker, 2005). These insights reveal hydrological knowledge as partial and 
situated, and suggest its limitations as a basis for policy-and decision-making’ 
(2013, p. 171).  
 
Gathering recent scholarship in political ecology Linton and Budds contrast the prevailing 
attitude of hydrological data to show that its rational is ‘partial and contested’ (citing 
Bakker, 2000; Budds, 2009; Kaika, 2003; Sheridan, 1995; and Swyngedouw, 1995), 
revealing ‘how hydrologic concepts and studies are constructed according to particular 
views of nature, and mobilized in line with vested interests’ (Linton & Budds, 2013, p. 
171). Given the increasing variability of water availability in the global climate change 
crisis, Linton calls for the reprioritisation of interests currently serviced by ‘…the old, 
supply-orientated paradigm of water resource management’ (2008, p. 642) which at its 
core ‘separate[s] water from its social context’ (Linton & Budds, 2013, p. 170).  
 
The hydrosocial cycle notion is the antithesis to this separation by inviting a ‘relational-
dialectical’ model to the discussion - a process that ‘…relates water and society internally’ 
thus highlighting the symbiosis of nature and society (Linton & Budds, 2013, pp. 171, 
179). Similarly, socio-ecology scientist Timothy Karpouzoglou and environmental 
scientist Sumit Vij recognise that the waterscape concept - or ‘the way water travels in 
time and space and shaped by culture and geography’ - is like the hydrosocial cycle which 
has its strength in its communication of ‘…water-society relations according to their 
different geographies’ (2017, pp. 1, 4). Water is constantly in flux they explain, as it moves 
‘through physical geographies…but also cultural, social, and symbolic landscapes’ and so 
the waterscape perspective – its ‘fluidity and openness’ and ‘geographical situatedness’ 
of hydro-social relations – ‘challenges the hegemonic position of Western science…and 
begins to create momentum for alternative ontologies’ as well as linking ‘more strongly 





A prime example of alternative ontologies of the hydrosocial cycle that Karpouzoglou and 
Vij speak of can be seen in political ecologist Rutgerd Boelens idea of ‘alternative water 
truths’ (2013). Boelens argues that modern governing cultural-political value systems 
like neoliberalism ‘naturalize the strategic positioning of humans and nonhumans in 
hydrosocial patterns that support water hierarchies and legitimize particular 
distribution, extraction and control practices, as if these were entirely natural’ (2013, p. 
1).  
 
Boelens, calling attention to the Andean (South America, Peru) socio-cultural 
relationships with water suggests that highland societies like theirs employed ‘different 
cosmological pathways’ that formed ‘a socionatural network travelled by gods and 
ancestors’ which acted as ‘sociotechnical and socionatural organizers and stabilizers’ 
according to their beliefs and truths (2013, pp. 10, 12). In settler colonial societies and 
global neoliberal policies, conceptions of water truths act: 
‘[b]elow appearances of uniformity and formality…local collectives as trans-local 
networks strategize their ways to resist and construct their own, alternative 
orders, questioning the self-evidence of formal State, science or market-based 
frameworks for analyzing and regulating water flows and hydrosocial networks. 
Here, economic-material and political-symbolic orders and struggles interweave 
in the effort to defend their water rights and livelihoods. These water battles have 
no final outcomes but rather characterize opposing forces and strategies’ (ibid., p. 
12). 
 
Thinking in hydrosocial cycle terms asks industry, hydrologists, policymakers and 
resource managers to consider the social relations, epistemological relations and power 
structures involved with water systems and adjust behaviour on personal and 
institutional levels. In this way the concept promotes ‘more equitable hydrosocial 
relations’ between local communities, agribusinesses and state agencies (Linton & Budds, 
2013, p. 179).  
 
5.4.1 Storying Socio-Hydrology Relationships  
 
Thinking back to chapter two, sections 2.2.1.1 and 2.2.2, the Tautoro hapū community 
had tasked the THA and by extension the researchers and authors of the TWIA to tell an 
all-encompassing story of an intergenerational, resilient community intertwined with the 




The centrality of wai Māori in shaping Tautoro history and identity as well as rural water 
security and mahinga kai practices into the future were key concerns to be conveyed. As 
important water sources and sites of ceremony Te Puna wai-ora-o-te Mātā (the life-giving 
springs of Te Mātā) and Roto Kererū also anchored biodiverse ecosystems to their locales 
(e.g., tuna, kēwai, black mudfish) and so were central to the TWIA story. Whakapapa 
kōrero, whakatauki and waiata as landscape, waterscape and ecosystem records were 
crucial to portraying this story. These traditional beliefs, customs and stories were the 
‘cultural capital’ of Tautoro hapū - ‘…the richest resource for sustainable practice… 
developed over generations of living in connection to these lands and waters…’ (Ngata, 
2018, p. 25). The many, lengthy kōrero and ‘deep hanging out’ sessions (see chapter two) 
held between researcher and kaikōrero offered clear, consistent depictions of Tautoro 
and wai Māori and ‘…illustrate both the complexity and diversity of hydrosocial practices 
and relations, and the deep intertwining of water’s material and spiritual dimensions’ 
(Linton & Budds, 2013, p. 175).  
 
5.5 A Tautoro Account of the Hydro-Cosmological Cycle 
 
“He pukenga wai, he pukenga tangata, he pukenga kōrero” (Where you find a 
convergence of waterways, people gather and where people gather, stories grow) - 
Whakatauki (proverbial saying) of Ngāti Maniapoto (Roa, 2020). 
 
For Tautoro hapū, like many others in Aotearoa New Zealand, wai Māori exists within the 
whakapapa framework of relationships, alongside humans. Tautoro narratives of water 
are rich and diverse and refer to waterways above as well as below ground. Geography 
and biodiversity have created distinct areas in the landscape with which hapū have 
formed close geo-cultural relationships with over time (see chapter three). Several place 
names refer to water in recognition of a site’s physical or spiritual distinctiveness in the 
Tautoro ecosystem. And while there are several surface-water sources of various sizes 
(e.g., Punakitere river, Te Ōpou Stream, roto Kererū) in Tautoro, groundwater breaks 
through fractured rock beneath the earth’s surface at many sites throughout the 
community. Due to its eternal presence in the landscape, tangata whenua have known for 
centuries that large quantities of freshwater flow underground. As kaumātua Tūpari Te 
Whata explained: 
“I mōhiotia ngā kaumātua i ngā wāhi katoa o Tautoro, kei reirā te wai e noho 
ana…kei hea te wai e rere ana, ki runga, ki raro hoki i te whenua. I kōrerotia ngā 
kaumātua mō ngā rerenga wai tawhito…mō te ua, mō Kererū, mō ngā wāhi i 
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kōnei…e miti ana te wai…kei reirā e noho ana ki raro i te whenua mō ngā tau maha, 
e ngaro ana tae noa kia puta mai anō ki te puna, pērā i Te Mātā…mō tō tātou oranga 
tinana me tō tātou mahi karakia. E puta noa ana te wai ki ngā wāhi katoa o tēnei 
wāhi…nō raro tō mātau wai. Ko te mātauranga o te wai i kōnei i Tautoro, ko te 
oranga tonutanga mō ngā hinengaro me ngā tinana o ō mātau tūpuna, ā, mō tātou 
hoki i ēnei rā. 
 
the old people had knowledge of all the places where water lived in 
Tautoro…where water travelled on top and underneath the ground. Our old 
people talked about an ancient water system…of the rain, of Kererū and the areas 
around here…soaking up the water…where it stays underground for many years 
out of sight until it appears again at puna like Te Mātā…for our physical and 
spiritual use. The wai travels throughout this area…we get our wai from 
underneath. The understanding of wai here in Tautoro was a part of survival for 
the minds and bodies of our tūpuna and so it is for us today” (2018, personal 
communication, 14 April).  
 
In line with this kōrero we look to Maunga Tauanui, Maunga Tautoro and Roto Kererū as 
the centre of the community and the beginning of the discussion on tangata whenua 
beliefs as to nature of the Tautoro waterscape and the values which spring from this 
belief.  
 
Despite its position on the map (see map 10), showing Roto Kererū at the fringes of the 
drawdown contour lines highlighted in HTF’s resource consent application, for many 
tangata whenua this body of water is at the heart of the community and pertinent to the 
cultural perceptions of the Tautoro hydrosocial cycle.  
 
At 231 meters above sea level, Roto Kererū is an irregular kidney-shaped lake 
approximately 10ha in surface area, with lake levels fluctuating according to seasonal 
conditions (Striewski, 1999, p. 324). Roto Kererū lies at the heart of the spiritual and 
cultural identity and the wellbeing of several resident hapū. The lake, with its island 
Motuwhārangi and nearby maunga Tauanui and Tautoro, in unison, exert their centrality 
in the valley and form part of a sacred geography to hapū.  
 
The physical, ecological and cultural values of the lake have been recognised for centuries 
by several hapū who have utilised the lake’s surrounding forest resources (see chapter 
3). The lake was a traditional area of residence to a successive, permanent population 
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comprised of several hapū living at different and in some cases intersecting intervals, 
predominantly by Ngāti Manu, Ngāti Rangi, Ngāti Moerewa and Ngāi Tawake.61 
 
5.5.1 Living Downstream   
 
Kōrero in the community acknowledges the belief that wai Māori present in several key 
locations are connected throughout the landscape beginning with Roto Kererū. They are 
linked to each other in the Tautoro catchment area both physically via a labyrinthine of 
ana (caves, fissures, pores, caverns, tunnels) containing surface and sub-surface streams 
and spiritually via the hau (vital essence of life) and mauri (lifeforce, energy) transferred 
in the flow of wai Māori in this network. This ideological belief is portrayed in kōrero 
spoken by kaumātua Victory Te Whata: 
“Ko Tautoro te maunga. Ikeike te maunga o Tautoro, kaiora hoki: te pūtake o ngā 
kōrero maha; E tiaki ana Tautoro me Tauanui i a Kereru te roto; Aroha tātou i tā 
tātou maunga, aroha tātou ki tō tātou roto, nā tō rātou whakatupu ai i a tātou; Ko 
tēnei te pito o te hāpori; Aroha kau hoki ki ngā puna e pupū ake ana i te whenua: He 
wai makariri, wai mārama, wai hou me te ataahua hoki; He puna whakatipu, 
whakaora, whakahou, ā, whakakotahi hoki, ā-wairua, ā-hinengaro, ā-tinana; E hari 
ana ngā whānau tata me ngā whānau tawhiti ki ōna painga katoa. Ka mākona te 
katoa.” 
 
“Tautoro is our mountain. Tautoro mountain is lofty and imposing, the source of 
many stories. Lake Kererū is protected by Tautoro and Tauanui; We love our 
mountain; we love our lake for they constantly nourish us; This is the centre of the 
community; We also love the natural springs that issue from the ground: cold, 
clear, fresh and pleasing; The springs nourish and heal, replenish and unite, spirit, 
mind, and body; Whānau both near and far, rejoice in all her abundance [referring 
to Papatūānuku]. All will be satisfied” (2018, personal communication, 28 
November).  
 
61 While recent surveys acknowledge the unique attributes of the lake area and the numerous types of fauna 
that can still be found here, the site has been listed as chronically threatened (LENZ) (Beadel et al., 2011, p. 
39). As a special part of the sacred Tautoro landscape, it is a site that has not fared well since the 
introduction of cattle farming to the site in the early twentieth century. The lake area and its surrounding 
land blocks are today privately owned and managed. The wāhi tapu of Motuwhārangi is currently not listed 
as a Māori Reservation. Site access is negotiated with the current landowner. Adjoining land uses are 
predominately made up of sheep and beef farming. The current water quality data available for Roto Kererū 
from the NRC is limited, however water clarity is usually extremely poor, observed via through-water 
visibility inspections (e.g., personal inspection in March 2019 and February 2020). The LENZ status given 
to the lake environment highlights the vulnerability of a key features in the Tautoro landscape and the 
delicate nature of Tautoro hapū history and culture layered on top. Under several successive layers of 
Pākehā ownership beginning with the land syndicate in 1911 (see chapter 4), Roto Kererū has ceased many 
of its traditional and cultural functions. Namely, a freely accessible cultural centre and a protected wāhi 





Figure 19: A north-easterly view of maunga Tauanui 351 meters above sea level. 
 
Anthropologist Elizbeth Reid proposes that ‘…understanding landscapes as a site of 
meaning-making…lies in interpreting the cultural context of the landscape [and] how it 
was perceived by those who lived in and acted upon it’ (2007, p. 189). Considering her 
statement, over several centuries residing in and around the lake area and walking about 
their hapū territory, tūpuna observed their surroundings.  
Through the cultural practices of wānanga, kōrero, waiata and pūrākau (traditional lore) 
they conceived mātauranga – understandings and beliefs of their mountains, valleys and 
their surface and subsurface water environments (derived from general Māori 
cosmologies and epistemologies highlighted in chapter 1). The cultural perceptions of 
their surrounding reality formed a ‘…world view…which members of its culture assent 
and from which stems their value system…and lies at the very heart of the culture, 
touching, interacting with and strongly influencing every aspect of their culture’ 
(Marsden & Henare, 1992, p. 3). The prominence of Tautoro, Tauanui and Kererū referred 
to in the kōrero of Victory Te Whata is said in recognition of their elevation in the 
landscape and as indicators of their importance within the Tautoro hydrosocial cycle. 
This world view positions the Tautoro community downstream from this centre.  
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5.5.2 Wai Māori, Ana and Purunga tuna (Freshwater, Caves and the Passageways 
Filled/Plugged/Traversed by Eels) 
 
Landscape surveys, palynological, paleoecological, archaeological records and 
whakapapa kōrero indicate that maunga Tauanui, roto Kererū and Motuwhārangi were 
collectively a major sacred site (see chapter three). 
 
According to traditional hapū axiologies and visions of te pito o te hāpori (the centre of 
the community as described above by Victory Te Whata - an elevated lake area) is 
aesthetically, geomorphically and biologically unique in the region (Conning & Miller, 
2000, pp. 145-146, see also Beadel et al., 2011, p. 39).62 Wai Māori from this site is a key 
feature of the Tautoro cosmology. This cosmology and epistemology gave agency to this 
area as a ‘…symbolically charged location…and [place] of sacred power’ (Reid, 2007, p. 
196) – derived from the creation narrative and the realm of Io-Matua-Kore, Papatūānuku 
and ngā kāwai tūpuna (see section 1.1). 
 
A Tautoro specific, socio-spatial understanding of te pito o te hāpori stemmed from this 
existing worldview which saw the physical and biological processes of the earth as an 
inextricably connected and sentient system:  
‘Papatūānuku is a living organism with her own biological systems and functions. 
She provides a network of support systems for all her children who live and 
function in a symbiotic relationship…The streams of water are her arteries 
bringing the life-giving waters for her to imbibe and share with her offspring’ 
(Marsden & Henare 1992, p. 20).  
 
As a hydrological phenomenon, the hapū conceptualisations of te pito o te hāpori can be 
likened to a living entity or body, with a central nervous system. Tauanui, Tautoro and 
Kererū combined - act as a repository, receiving and capturing rain from Ranginui. Wai 
Māori funnels into ana (cavernous underground systems) within the volcanic basalt 
 
62 The lakes wildlife values have been recognised by environmental surveys conducted by the Northland 
Regional Council. Investigations indicate that the site is one of the most important geomorphic and 
biological representative sites in the Kaikohe Ecological District and wider Northland region (Conning & 
Miller, 2000, pp. 145-146) providing a dual forest/lake ecosystem that is regionally uncommon (Beadel et 
al., 2011, p. 39). Both studies indicated that the lake area is a regular home to common birdlife including 
black swan, little shag, mallard duck, NZ shoveler duck, paradise shelduck and black shag (breeding colony). 
Kauri snail (Category C threatened species) and the endemic (to Northland) land snails Liarea turriculata 
and Fectola charopiformis were also found. Perch (Perca fluviatilis) were also existent (Conning & Miller, 
2000, pp. 146). 
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found around the lakebed and within the island of Motuwhārangi itself.63 There it gurgles, 
rotates and enters a vortex like region where the fluid motion of the water spirals 
downward into Papatūānuku through subterranean pathways of basalt where it 
circulates through the whenua.  
 
The role of underground ana is pertinent to the flow of wai Māori in Tautoro as it 
establishes a cultural basis for understanding connections between places in the 
landscape via a subsurface network of ana connections. Kaumātua Renata Tane (Ngāti 
Rāhiri, Ngāti Kawa), from the nearby community of Oromahoe, explains that for hapū 
communities based around volcanic landscapes - like Ōhaeawai, Ngāwhā and Tautoro 
(which all connect via shared whakapapa – see chapter three) - there is belief in the 
existence of underground channels between separate places and together with the 
surface water flows, forming an interconnected system of streams and springs (2019, 
personal communication, 6 March).  
 
He refers to these enclosed and underground basalt pathways as ngā purunga tuna (the 
passageways filled/plugged/traversed by eels):  
“Puru tuna or purunga tuna can firstly…refer to the [travelling of] tuna in their 
elver stage as they swarm, they slip and slide and make their way through surface 
waterways and underground waterways. Secondly, it can refer to the passages 
used by kaitiaki in the form of taniwha like Takauere…which can be in the form of 
tuna…for us it explains how tuna or taniwha manage to appear or disappear into 
the landscape. The kōrero around this explains the understanding that a 
connection exists between geographically distant places, lakes, puna and 
underground aquifers…in the past this was our rationale for the connections 
between these places” (2019, personal communication, 6 March; see also Wai 304, 
1993). 
 
This belief in connection - that beneath the landscape - a network of ana connects distant 
places carrying spirit and water is furthered in the kōrero by kaumātua Manga Tau: 
‘Ko tō rātou wai e heke iho ana i runga o Kererū. Ko ngā kohu ki runga, ka tatao ki 
roto o Kererū ko ngā Tokowhakaura he Motuwhārangi’ (Their water came down 
from Kererū. The mist hangs above, suspended over Kererū, over the glowing red 
rocks at Tokowhakaura, at Motuwhārangi) (1995, private collection).  
 
 
63 Although it is not clear who provided the following narrative, E.B. Berry and R. Blewden reference kōrero 
related to roto Kererū, likely obtained from Ngāti Rangi or Ngāti Moerewa hapū members. Their account 
mentions a subterranean passage beneath the lake, which drains water into the bowels of the earth and 
flows elsewhere (The Northlander, 1965, pp. 121-122).  
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This underground ana system was traditionally surveyed “…by the old people who knew 
all the places where there were ana…because for many generations they traversed the 
land, they worked the land, [and] they spent time with land (Taukiri Te Whata 2018, 
personal communication, 3 April).  
 
According to whakapapa kōrero within Tautoro, subterranean ana systems existed with 
large and small entrances scattered throughout the landscape. The geological nature of 
much of the area in Tautoro is such that rock is frequently exposed, often with cracks or 
larger openings made visible resulting in a labyrinth of crevices and passages. Some ana 
entrances could be metres wide, others mere shafts that taper and bottleneck. Where 
connections between the entrance and exit points exist and where the size of the shafts 
permitted it, whakapapa kōrero hints at the use of these ana systems ‘…as byways used 
for thoroughfare by tūpuna when needed…like the well-known cave systems at Waiomio 
and Waipu…but not as large’ (Tau 2019, personal communication, 30 April). On a visit to 
ana near to mMaunga Tauanui, journalist John Thomas Inkster mentions that a cave was 
‘…just large enough to allow a small man, after contortion, to squeeze through, but once 
inside the cave, there is almost sufficient room to stand upright. The cave extends for a 
considerable distance…’ (1934).64 
 
The belief in interconnected surface and subsurface water environments ‘… expresses the 
traditional view, that the underground resource (i.e., ana or aquifers containing or 
transporting water) and its surface manifestation is holistic and undivided’ (Wai 304, 
1993, p. 17). The ana within the landscape – ngā purunga tuna – are like blood vessels or 
conduits which make their way from the surface at te pito o te hāpori - the volcanic 
eruption centre of Maunga Tauanui/Roto Kererū and migrate down into ngā wāhi hōhonu 
o te whenua (deep places of the earth). Water flows through this ana system. Again, ana 
migrate to the surface, showing themselves at several, distant and distinct places in the 
form of puna and streams which flow out of cracks and openings on the Tautoro 
landscape. These porous outlets of water are dispersed in concentric locations encircling 
 
64 When the nature of land tenure began to change in the early twentieth century and land blocks moved 
into settler ownership (see chapter four), many ana were filled in with stone and soil by hapū members in 
order to protect and keep secret their contents from new landowners and their livestock. Kaumātua Hirini 
Tau posits the 1931 Hawkes Bay 7.9 magnitude earthquake which caused the water level at roto Kererū to 
drop as a reason for certain caves and tunnels becoming altered, closed off or lost (2019, personal 




te pito o te hāpori and are an interconnected network to the rest of the landscape, much 
like the organs in a body. 
 
 
Figure 20: Dated 4 August 1948, the image shows Tāmati Pēhikuru (centre) at the entrance to Te ana o 
Puarewa (the cave of Puarewa) near the base of maunga Tauanui. Whakapapa kōrero of this cave indicates 
that it was large enough to fit several people inside linking with a tubular tunnel that extended some distance 
in an opposite direction to another end. The cave was filled with stone and dirt sometime after 1948. Image 
source: Private collection of Tāmati Pēhikuru, held by the Bedggood whānau and provided by Ryan Bedggood. 
Like Marsden and Henare (1992) resource management consultant Gail Tipa writes that 
‘…water, as the lifeblood of Papatūānuku…[is a] metaphor describe[ing] interconnections 
within a catchment…with the network throughout a catchment resembling a circulatory 
system of veins and arteries’ (2013, p. 44)65, whilst Gómez-Barris describes the 
perceptions between the human body and the natural world as ‘embodied geographies’ 
(2017, p. 106).   
 
65 See also WAI 1130, 2013, pp. 92-93. Here, the Tribunal draws attention to the beliefs of the central North  
Island hapū of Ngāti Rangi (not to be confused with the central Northland hapū grouping of the same name), 
who liken the rivers flowing off maunga Ruapehu and maunga Tongariro “to an umbilical cord connecting   
[them] to the spiritual essence [mauri] of their ancestors’. See also Huakina Development Trust v Waikato 
Valley Authority 1987 (p. 194), where Justice Muir Chilwell in the High Court confirmed the importance 
and admissibility of Māori spiritual, cultural and traditional relationships with wai and whenua via an 
endorsement of the Waitangi Tribunals 1985 Manukau Report finding that ‘…a river may be a taonga as a 
valuable resource. It’s ‘mauri’ or ‘life force’ is another taonga. We accept the contention of counsel for the 
claimants that the ‘mauri’ of the Waikato River is a taonga of the Waikato tribes. The mauri of the Manukau 
Harbour is another taonga.’ 
224 
 
   
5.5.3 Wai Mauri, Wai Ora (Life Supporting Water, Healing Waters) 
 
Rainwater, originating at the top of Tautoro, cascades down its slopes, filling Roto Kererū 
endowing and intensifying the life force or mauri of this tapu location to more than a mere 
body of surface water. Giving acknowledgement to this whakaaro (idea/belief), Judge 
Frank Acheson in his opinion for the Native Land Court in the (nearby) Lake Omapere 
case of 1929 said:  
“[t]o the spiritually-minded and mentally gifted Māori of every rangatira tribe, a 
lake was something that stirred the hidden forces in him. It was (and, it is hoped, 
always will be) something much more grand and noble than a mere sheet of water 
covering a muddy bed. To him, it was a striking landscape feature possessed of a 
‘mauri’ or ‘indwelling life principle’ which bound it closely to the fortunes and 
destiny of his tribe” (Bay of Islands Native Land Court Minute Book 11, 1 August 
1929, p. 8).  
 
Similarly, concerning Roto Kererū, kaumātua Hoani (Johnny) Matthews describes the 
nature of the water cycle in the Tautoro marae catchment area: 
“wai-ora or living water…is a precious element, with a vital place in our language, 
culture, spirituality and survival as a people here in Tautoro. It is common to think 
all water is the same. I believe water is unique to the place it lives in. This water in 
Tautoro, flowing down from Kererū and then from underground…its unique to us 
here. The old people always believed that. They also believed the water was alive 
- te wai nō Rangi, e hīwai ana i a Papa, ko tō tātau mauri…te wāhi i tīmata te ora 
(the water falling from Rangi, springing forth from Papa, is our life source…where 
life began)” (2017, personal communication 14 March).  
 
Ngāti Porou academic Taina Pohatu confirms that within Māori reasoning there is a 
‘…common centre from which all mauri emanates and from which everything draws. It 
encapsulates the cultural significance of source. Every issue (kaupapa) and relationship 
has its ‘beginning source’ (pūtake)’ (2011, p. 2).  
 
Kaumātua Joe Matene establishes a network of mauri extending outwards from te pito o 
te hāpori:  
“[t]he places where water comes to from underground is unique in our Tautoro 
environment…they have their own āhuatanga [character] and are used because of 
those qualities…like Te Mātā for drinking water and for healing […] It is the mauri 
in the water that brings oranga to these places” (2018, personal communication, 





Figure 21: An elaboration of the Tautoro hydro-cosmological cycle and worldview showing interconnection – one 
flowing into the next. Water’s route from upstream roto Kererū, flowing through underground rivers and later 
appearing at places like Te Puna-wai-ora-o-te-Mātā (located behind Te Mātā Marae seen at the bottom of the 
image), transporting life to the community. Image source – Heneriata Te Whata (The Approved Vandal). 
Similarly, when asked to comment on Roto Kererū as a central part of the communities 
accepted upstream source of wai and how it relates to other sites in the landscape, kuia 
Winnie Leach explained her beliefs as to the correlations between places: 
“you know that old saying, all roads lead home…well it’s like that…instead the 
water coursing throughout the whenua, in the streams, rivers and puna …they all 
lead back to our maunga Tauanui and our Lake Kererū. Our community lies below 
Kererū so we are downstream from the source. Water…it’s not something that 
flows in just one direction, it flows from the sky, through the whenua, throughout 
our system. It feeds and nourishes us and refreshes our kete, [our] wairua, [our] 
identity here in Tautoro before going on to others downstream. Me hoki mai tātau 
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ki ēnei puna waiora – these are springs of nourishment to which we must always 
keep coming back to. Our tūpuna believed in whakaaro [thinking] like this and this 
mātauranga [knowledge]…it’s still a part of our thinking, our values we hold today 
here in Tautoro” (2018, personal communication, 22 June). 
Seen in this light, the heart, centred in te kōpū o te whenua o Papatūānuku (in the belly of 
mother earth - underneath Maunga Tauanui/Roto Kererū - is a direct and unmediated 
source of energy - the heartbeat of Papatūānuku - emanating mauri or the 
‘…underpinning energy…’ (Tapsell & Dewes, 2018, p. 77) in all things. Here, the 
properties of water - from Ranginui, to Papatūānuku via a symbolically charged roto 
Kererū - is not ‘homogenous’ but rather is wai Māori of a ‘different state, form and quality, 
which makes it act and [have] meaning in distinct ways’ (Linton & Budds, 2013, p. 177). 
Wai Māori, regarded as the lifeblood of the Tautoro hapū territory, flowing through ana - 
much like the function of veins transporting blood from various regions within organisms 
- fills the surrounding landscape through the likes of Te Mātā puna with mauri.  
 
The ontologies or ‘water truths’ here weave a web of connections and relationships in the 
landscape making active the connections between seemingly disconnected topographies 
and paints a picture of one, connected ecological entity with Tauanui, Tautoro and Roto 
Kererū at its centre.  
 
5.5.4 The Interactive Energies of Mauri - Puna as Receivers of Wai and Mauri  
 
The previous sections have characterised Tautoro puna and their ana as a system of 
portals or ‘connected flow regions’ (Tian et al., 2018, p. 335) between the upstream 
source of wai (Roto Kererū) and the lower lands of the Tautoro community (shown in 
figure 21). In other words, mauri (first discussed in chapter 1) vectored within the wai, 
has radiated outwards from the centre of Roto Kererū, extending to low land puna which 
act as receptacles for migrating wai. For example, at Te Mātā puna (examined in the next 
section of this chapter) located at a low point in the valley landscape, mauri has gathered 
here in ‘…a proactive state…’ (Pohatu, 2011, p. 4) known as ‘…mauri moe…’ (ibid., p. 4) 
where it waits ‘…to be engaged with, respectfully valued and made functional in our 
activities’ (ibid., p. 4).  
 
As the kōrero of Joe Matene recognises (section 5.5.3) there is mauri at puna in the 
landscape where it exists in various forms such as wai and kai and in turn generates 
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oranga (a state of well-being) for tangata. The accessing of wai at key places where it 
debouches from the whenua and the utilisation of kai that grows and inhabits those areas 
can be likened to what anthropologist Mariana Gómez Soto describes as ‘…energetical 
vortex points…’ (2015, p. 42) where mauri has ‘…manifest[ed] as tangible and/or 
intangible representations of form’ (Tapsell & Dewes, 2018, p. 77).  
 
The qualities of mauri energies located at puna and streams are interactive in that they 
are ‘…re-gathered and recomposed.…’ (Pohatu, 2011, p. 5) by tangata whenua who visit. 
Mauri vectored to tangata whenua is transferred and transformed according to their 
nutritional needs and activated according to their cultural, spiritual and recreational 
needs. Site specific (see kōrero of Joe Matene section 5.5.3), emergent transformations of 
mauri into oranga for tangata whenua include physical well-being, social well-being, 
emotional well-being and psychological well-being.  
 
As cultural anthropologist Veronika Strang affirms ‘water is experienced and embodied 
both physically and culturally. The meanings encoded in it are not imposed from a 
distance but emerge from an intimate interaction involving ingestion and expulsion, 
contact and immersion’ (Strang, 2004, pp. 4–5). The myriad of ways listed here in which 
mauri energies are engaged by the Tautoro community will be explained in relation to Te 
Puna-Wai-Ora-o-Te Mātā in the following section.  
 
5.6 Experiential Relationships at Te Mātā Puna  
 
While chapter four examined the sites history from socio-legal perspectives, this section 
moves from the hydro-cosmological thinking of previous sections and observes current 
relational discourses around wai related culture practices, values and local identity by 
briefly exploring ‘experiential relationships’ (Linton & Budds, 2013, p. 174) with wai 
Māori at Te Puna-Wai-Ora-o-Te Mātā as a site of ceremony and meaning making.  
 
Te Puna-Wai-Ora-o-Te Mātā is the closest site of significance to HTF’s orchard bore site – 
a place where wai Māori moving underground found an opening through purunga tuna 
to the surface world, emerging in a continuous flow. This is one of several springs flowing 
from the network of ana collecting and transporting water under and around maunga 
Tauanui and maunga Tautoro. The wai here is so transparent it can hardly be seen save 
for current ripples produced as it rushes over gravel in the stream bed. The name heralds 
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a new period in the life of wai Māori as it emerges from the ground, feeding the streams 
in a western trajectory until it joins with Punakitere, carrying mauri as sustenance to 
those who interact with it.  
 
Kuia Kere Croft (nee Wharemate), who lives less than a kilometre downstream from the 
puna, first spoke of her interpretation of the name Te Mātā as well as her association with 
its water. She qualified her kōrero by saying she could only talk about her own knowledge 
in relation to the site based on her life experiences, which may differ to others in the 
community. She recalls the reflective nature of the wai Māori there:  
“The water was so clean we used its reflectiveness to see our faces because we 
didn’t have a mirror at home. Te Mata [without the long ā vowel sound] means the 
face or the surface. The health of the puna reflects the health of our community. It 
also reflects the health of the underground water [aquifer] which supplies the 
puna. Te Mata is the face of that taonga - that larger body of water underneath us” 
(2018, personal communication, 31 October).  
 
In support of this explanation, Mereana Te Whata offers up her understanding of the 
meaning of this puna as told to her: 
“I te wā e tamariki tonu ana ahau i pātai atu ki ōku Mātua te whakamāramatanga 
o te ingoa, “Te Mātā. Mea mai rātou ko tēnei te ingoa o tō tātou puna wai ora i rere 
mai i Kererū. Arā, mai ngā mātā toka puia o Tauanui. Ka whakaingoatia te wāhi nei 
“Te Mātā”, nā te haerenga mai o te wai mā roto ngā toka puia o Tauanui tae noatia 
ki te puna, te wāhi kite ai i tō kanohi e whakaata mai ana kia koe, te kaha hoki te mā 
o te wai.66 Āhua rite te wai o Te Mātā ki te whakaata. Hoinō, ko te rerekē, he oranga 
kei roto i te wai mō tātou ngā uri, mēnā ka tiaki. He oranga wairua, he oranga 
hinengaro, he oranga tinana, he oranga ngākau, he oranga whānau o Tautoro. Ko 
te kōrero, i te tae ki te wā e kore koe e kite tō kanohi i te puna wai ora o Te Mātā ka 
mōhio he raru ki tai” 
 
When I was very young, I asked of my elders to explain to me the meaning of the 
name Te Mātā. They said to me that this was the name given to our living and life-
giving water from Kererū. Namely, from layers of rock discharged from the 
volcano, from Tauanui. That this place was named Te Mātā because the water must 
journey through volcanic rock from Tauanui to get to Te Mātā, the place where one 
can see one’s face reflecting at you, such is/was the clearness of the water. Likened 
to a mirror. The only difference being, there is life in this water for this generation, 
if we take care of it. For our spiritual, mental, physical wellbeing and comfort of 
the whānau of Tautoro. It was said, if there came a time where you could not see 
your face in Te Puna Wai Ora o Te Mātā, it means that there is a serious problem 
afoot that cannot be easily remedied.  
 
66 With the short pronunciation of the vowels in the word, Mata means the face of, the surface or top layer 
of something. The lengthening of the vowels to Maataa and more recently with macrons to Mātā come to 
mean layers, in reference to the volcanic rock formations that the water must journey through volcanic 
rock to get to Te Mātā, the place where one could see one’s face reflecting at you. 
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Not only is Te Mātā considered precious for its wai ora properties of sustenance and 
hydration, the therapeutic reputation of its waters are exemplified by rangatira and Tiriti 
o Waitangi/Treaty of Waitangi signatory Hone Heke being brought to the spring for 
healing and rejuvenation after being wounded in the thigh at the battle of Te Ahuahu in 
June 1845 (Northern Minute Book 41, pg. 308). Such practices are also evident in 
contemporary narratives. For one of the closest residents to Te Mātā puna, kuia Marjorie 
(Sissy) Matthews, it is a place with which she has had a long-standing association:  
“I have been going to the puna for nearly 60 years. I have sourced water from here 
since I was a child, it’s the best water I have ever tasted. I drink from it every day 
that I am home. When I travel out of Tautoro I take containers of water with me to 
drink. On visits to see my moko [grandchildren] in Auckland they always ask if I 
brought water from Te Mātā with me and I share it with them. They crave it the 
most - being far from home in the city, so it comforts them knowing it comes from 
Te Mātā, it benefits their wairua and their bodies. I have always considered Te 
Mātā as a place with healing abilities. It is such a peaceful place. I ngā rā o mua [in 
days past], it was our chemist – it had everything we needed for health – firstly the 
pure water. Secondly, there are the trees for rongoa Māori like Taraire, Tōtara, 
Karaka, Rimu and Kawakawa. These plants were grown here around the source of 
the water by people like Te Wharehuinga Hera Matewai Whiu who was a tohunga 
in her time [late nineteenth century]. She had a whare nearby and looked after this 
place. The trees used the water to grow, the trees helped to keep the water cool 
and clean [and] they care for us. Our wellness as a community depends on the 
enjoyment of freshwater from there” (2018, personal communication 9 May).  
 
Were Matthews, a mokopuna (grandchild) of Marjorie Matthews, also spoke of the 
importance of the puna to him and others of his generation in the community as an anchor 
for self-identity and as a spiritual base: 
“sometimes when I feel frustrated or restless in my wairua [spirit] or just 
uncomfortable…I go to Te Mātā, splash some water on my face, have a drink, do a 
haka or say a karakia…to balance things out and I come away feeling better about 
myself and things around me, I come away with a different feeling of how I should 
be carrying on out there [in society]” (2019, personal communication 5 June).  
 
The practices of cleansing and balancing of wairua that Were Matthews describes here is 
the traditional whakaaro (concept) of ‘whakahoki mauri’ (Sharples, 1995, pp. 36-37) 
which embodies the belief in the need to heal and restore balance to an individual’s mauri, 
self-identity and mental wellbeing. Reiterating Sharples explanation of whakahoki mauri, 
scholars Linda Smith and Papaarangi Reid (Te Rarawa) explain that ‘…mauri is the life 
force inside the person, which makes the individual function. It is the combination of your 
spiritual, physical, chemical makeup…if your mauri is sick, you will become sick’ (2000 p. 
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27). These expressions highlight the importance of wairua and mauri in individual and 




By compiling whakapapa kōrero, biographical narratives, technical reports and academic 
findings this case study of the Honey Tree Farms Ltd resource consent application 
demonstrates the limitations of current approaches to resource management policy and 
use which is centred largely on hydrogeological modelling as the guiding principle in 
understanding groundwater extraction and water use in ancestral landscapes (see for 
example Harmsworth et al, 2016; Te Aho, 2018).  
 
Ultimately Tautoro hapū values of wai Māori contrast the knowledge systems through 
which local government and horticultural actors understand water. This chapter has 
demonstrated how the Tautoro mātauranga Māori worldview of taonga wai should stand 
as a pillar to any resource management and development in the locale. Tautoro 
mātauranga offers key indicators of relational health and oranga (wellbeing) for hapū. It 
also provides key considerations of how tangata whenua thinking on whenua, wai and 
mauri wellbeing may ‘…be useful in promoting more equitable hydrosocial relations’ 
(Linton & Budds, 2013, p. 179) and solidifying more ‘positive human practices’ (Jones, 
2020, p. 215) as globally - freshwater availability and sustainability becomes more vital 
and contentious.  
 
The year 2020 brought about several key government policy and legislative decisions 
regarding freshwater management frameworks. The National Policy Statement on 
Freshwater Management 2020 came into force in September which advances on previous 
National Policy Statements of the past where Māori values and engagement are 
concerned. While the statement has provided incremental progress regarding the 
recognition of Māori customary values such as the health of mauri and te mana o te wai 
as compulsory standards in decision making, the challenges previously raised in 
environmental management contexts on meaningful engagement, decision making and 
capacity issues at the local council and hapū community levels remain.  
 
It is here that Tautoro and its hapū communities face their own set of challenges in terms 
of leadership capacity (explored further in chapter six). HTF’s proposal is like no other in 
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terms of its threat to the spiritual and economic integrity of wai and puna, and to the 
oranga of tangata and whenua in the area. Yet, the THA is acting on hapū values, 
aspirations and expectations, despite financial and human resource limitations. Its ability 
to progress hapū perspectives is being tested to the maximum with the HTF resource 
consent kaupapa as well new irrigation developments on the horizon (explored further 
in chapter six).  
 
Despite the considerable unease of the hapū community to HTF’s approach to water 
extraction, the hapū nevertheless confronted the consent applicant (HTF) and the 
consent granting authority (NRC). The hapū, corralled its members and organised itself 
to produce a TWIA via one of their own; me. It demonstrated a Roto Kererū-centred belief 
system that demonstrates ontological, epistemological and ecological values of 
interconnectedness that the resource consent in this case study kept apart - values which 
must be considered in resource management and in any water use activity. Far from 
being subservient and silent then, Tautoro have shown what could and should be done.  
 
The next chapter turns to the latest developments regarding water issues and offers a 
























Chapter Six: Emergent Inter-Hapū/Iwi/Company Collaboration at 
Catchment Level  
 
Chapter five explored the systems that govern water use and inform water politics at 
central, regional and hapū levels and their implications for the Tautoro community. It 
highlighted the culture specific approaches that hapū, industry and local government 
entities understand water and water use – a site at which there is often misunderstanding 
and conflict. It offered Tautoro kin-community based anthropological understandings 
into important taonga wai. Key to those insights was the concern of unsustainable 
extraction of water; a loss of finite quantities of groundwater and locally disengaged 
decision making.  
  
Globally and within Aotearoa New Zealand, recent discourse on water planning, 
management and governance indicate that thinking and action are evolving into more 
participatory and collaborative approaches at local catchment levels (Memon et al., 2010; 
Brower, 2016; Grassini, 2017; Cradock-Henry et al., 2017; Ricart et al., 2018; Rainforth & 
Harmsworth, 2019). This chapter discussion is based on the analysis of an emergent 
inter-hapū/iwi/company co-operation to set catchment-level limits on water extraction 
and collaborative planning initiatives as a new way of doing things considering marae-
based, kanohi-ki-te-kanohi discussion – all from a hapū perspective.  
 
This chapter is considerably shorter than previous chapter but has seven parts. It first 
discusses interim resource consent measures issues by the Northland Regional Council 
(NRC). I then introduce Tauhara North No. 2 Trust, a Māori land trust from the Central 
North Island who procured the commercial interests of Honey Tree Farms Limited (HTF). 
The third part explores, from a tikanga or cultural values point of view, the implications 
of Tauhara North, being another iwi entity, entering the Tautoro hapū rohe. 
 
Then building on the Tangata Whenua Cultural Values and Impact Assessment (TWIA – 
discussed in the previous chapter), I examine Tautoro aspirations and their desired 
outcomes both in terms of inter-iwi political relationships and in terms of 




From this discussion, the chapter looks at the response of Tauhara North No. 2 Trust to 
the values and position of Tautoro. I then turn to what the trusts response means 
practically and culturally for each party. It will be seen that the original resource consent 
proposal for water take was substantially revised on the bases of marae-based korero of 
Tautoro community leaders and members of Tauhara North No. 2 Trust.  
 
Finally, based on the negotiations and emergent mutual understanding, I end this chapter 
by proposing a template for marae-based catchment level engagement for best 
collaborative planning.      
 
6. 1 Interim Resource Consent Measures 2018 
 
To recall the main resource consent points from the previous chapter, an initial consent 
application was lodged by HTF in late 2017. Numerous Tautoro community submissions 
rejected the application. HTF required water to irrigate up to eight hectares of avocado 
plants already planted. As an interim solution and considering feedback from Williamson 
Water Advisory (WWA) and the Tautoro Hapū Authority (THA), the Northland Regional 
Council (NRC) issued HTF a short-duration water take permit of 150 cubic meters per 
day for summer irrigation purposes from 4 December 2018 through to 30 April 2019. 
Furthermore, the temporary water permit stipulated several water monitoring methods 
be implemented by December 2018. These included the installation of a meter in 
November 2018 to continuously measure the volume of water taken, in cubic metres, 
from the HTF bore; the installation of a rainfall monitoring device on the property to 
record daily rainfall during the term of the consent; the installation of soil moisture 
monitoring device(s) within the avocado orchard area; and finally, the installation and 
maintenance of a flow data device that continuously measures the water level of Te Mātā 
puna in order to observe any impacts on its flow from bore activity (Craigmore, 2020, p. 
4).  
 
6.2 New Manuhiri to Tautoro 
 
In late 2018, 6258 Mangakahia Road - the Tautoro property (known as Tahi orchard) of 
HTF’s wider horticultural operation was advertised for sale.67 In December of that year, 
 




as a part of their pre-purchase due diligence efforts with HTF, a Māori land trust from the 
central North Island called Tauhara North No. 2 Trust (TN2T) approached members of 
the THA to meet.68 An on-site meeting occurred at the Tahi orchard with representatives 
of TN2T and the THA, where initial greetings took place and TN2T business aspirations 
were discussed.  
 
In January 2019, Ringa Matau Limited (RML) – the commercial subsidiary of TN2T – 
purchased the Tahi orchard via an enterprise called Oranga Kai Limited Partnership 
(Oranga Kai).  
 
Oranga Kai is a joint entity owned by TN2T (75% share interest) and Craigmore (25% 
share interest). With six trustees, TN2T’s board represent and provide governance 
support to over 9000 iwi members entrusted with management of lands located adjacent 
to the Waikato River above the centre of the Rotokawa geothermal field. TN2T 
collectively affiliate to the iwi Ngāti Tahu-Ngāti Whaoa – a small confederation of eight 
hapū who are descendants of the tūpuna Tahu Matua and Whaoa with whakapapa 
connections to Ohaaki Marae, Waimahana Marae, Mataarae Marae, Te Toke Marae north 
of Lake Taupō near Rotokawa – the central North Island plateau containing most of New 
Zealand’s high quality, underground geothermal systems (Tauhara North No. 2 Trust, 
n.d.).  
 
According to agribusiness consultant Kevin McLoughlin, TN2T trustee Aroha Campbell 
and geothermal scientist Greg Ussher, against the tide of settler colonial land purchase 
attempts, central North Island hapū and iwi retained key land blocks situated on or near 
major geothermal energy sources – secured in collective ownership and managed by 
Māori land trusts (McLoughlin, Campbell, & Ussher, 2010, p. 1). After several decades of 
lesseeship of Ngāti Tahu-Ngāti Whaoa lands to the State-owned enterprise Landcorp, in 
1992 ‘…326 [hectares] of the original piece of 4000+ [hectares] of land that they once 
owned in the area’ were returned to tribal trusteeship (ibid., p. 3). The ownership and 
retention of their lands has allowed Ngāti Tahu through TN2T to play a key commercial 
role within the development of geothermal power provision projects. Today, these 
include the Rotokawa Power Station as well as the Ngā Awa Pūrua Power Station. This 
 
68 Tauhara North No. 2 Trust is New Zealand's ‘fifth-largest Māori business’ (Porter, 2015) with a ‘combined 
asset portfolio valued at $328 million’ (Hitchcock, 2017). 
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power station is the largest single-shaft geothermal turbine in the world (Tauhara North 
No. 2 Trust, n.d.).  
 
Strategic asset investment has allowed TN2T to make commercial investments in other 
areas including six dairy farms totalling 1418 hectares, milking an overall herd of 2945 
cows and producing 1,000,000 kilograms of milk solids (ibid). The trust actively seeks 
opportunities to invest in commercial properties across the country in industry and retail 
sectors. The purchase of HTF’s Tahi orchard was their entry into the Northland 
horticultural sector (Tauhara North No. 2 Trust, n.d.). 
 
The secondary joint venture partner in Oranga Kai, Craigmore, is a national manager of 
sustainable farming and forestry businesses. The company manages a mix of dairy, 
grazing, forestry and horticultural properties totalling more than 15,000 hectares with 
the aim of being a long-term producer of sustainable, high-quality food and forest 
products (Craigmore, n.d.). Their CEO Che Charteris is himself of Ngāti Tahu descent.  
 
When the purchase became known to the wider Tautoro community in early 2019 and 
when it was understood that an iwi affiliated corporation, from far afield was involved in 
the orchard purchase, the TWIA took on added meaning for the Tautoro hapū community, 
the THA, myself and Steven Sanson as co-authors. At several hui that occurred at the time, 
hapū members spoke of the need to protect the collective mana whenua interests of 
Tautoro from external, ‘non–tangata whenua tribal developments’ (Tapsell, 2002, p. 148). 
of water extraction posed by Oranga Kai. A ‘statement of tangata whenua status’ needed 
to be made in order to relay ‘the ancestral reality of the land’ upon which their newly 
purchased orchard stood (ibid., p. 164).  
 
6.3 A New Challenge to hapū mana whenua? Hui ki Tautoro 2.0  
 
After completion of a TWIA full draft in August 2019, discussions took place between the 
THA and Oranga Kai as to the next step. A hui was set down for 29 October 2019. It was 
to be the first marae-based, open meeting between trustees of TN2T as representatives 
of Ngāti Tahu-Ngāti Whaoa, Oranga Kai and the wider Tautoro hapū community. From a 
Tautoro perspective, the tika or right way of doing things was to bring a kaupapa – in this 
case, a commercial business opportunity – to the marae ‘…as confirmation that 
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whakapapa and tikanga remain relevant’ in business development contexts on ancestral 
landscapes (Tapsell, 2002, p. 152).  
 
It was decided that Te Mātā marae (out of the three-community marae which was chosen 
for pragmatic reasons) be the host site for such a gathering. The marae played a vital role 
in situating the kaupapa in Tautoro. The hau kāinga (local people of that marae) were 
interested in orchestrating ways that TN2T could come to understand Tautoro and its 
connection to wai Māori as they arrived and proceeded into the whare hui (meeting 
house). Te Mātā marae offered direct physical connections to the environs in its 
immediate vicinity, namely Te Mātā puna and the Tahi orchard (see maps 2 and 5). The 
entry driveway articulates a cultural introductory sequence. The marae entrance is 
framed by a large pou whenua carved as a representation of Ngāti Rangi and Ngāti 
Moerewa whakapapa heritage (see tables 8, 9 and 10) and ‘the customary authority [of 
the hapū] over its associated ancestral landscapes’ (Tapsell, 2002, p. 144). The marae 
ātea (the open area before the meeting house where formal welcome rituals with visitors 
take place) awaits those that have walked up the pathway, past the pou whenua. At the 
rear of the marae the land dives into the shaded woods where wai Māori babbles from 
underground. Just before entering the whare hui, on a still day one can hear the ambience 
of its presence. It was here where the relationships between tangata, whenua and wai 
could best be conveyed and the initial cultural values of whanaungatanga, mana, 
manaakitanga, kaitiakitanga and mutual understanding of each other’s views could be 
discussed. 
 
Tapsell aptly describes the meeting of two distinct groups – the hau kāinga and manuhiri 
(visitors) – on the marae landscape:  
‘the marae ātea of Māori society remains a prescriptive space that can be 
transformed into a heightened place of tapu (ancestral restriction) when any 
visiting group presents itself at the marae…entrance. As in former days, local kin 
assemble to welcome the arriving guests. The engagement proceeds when 
kaumātua give their signal […] karanga (ritual calls of invitation) offered by host 
kuia to mark commencement of the pōwhiri (ritual of encounter). Tapu is 
maintained until the kaumātua have completed the mihimihi (greetings) and 
waiata or haka (songs or chants of kin-identification, remembering the dead who 
might be directly significant to the occasion). Marae are returned to a state of noa 




Within the very fabric of this setting was contained the symbols, norms and values 
representing the roles of kin-group identity, the maintenance of mana whenua and the 
crossing of metaphorical boundaries. On the dissolution of boundaries between hau 
kāinga and manuhiri legal scholar Moana Jackson (Ngāti Kahungunu, Ngāti Porou, 
Rongomaiwahine) explains: 
‘the pōwhiri to welcome manuhiri on to the marae [is] a tikanga story of border 
crossings between the distance of visitors and the bringing together of known or 
hoped-for relationships. On the marae the borders [are] metaphorical […] The first 
voice of the karanga linked the mana of the hau kāinga to the whakapapa and 
possibility of relationship with the manuhiri. The karanga by the manuhiri in 
response was a statement of their mana, and an acknowledgement that the 
whakapapa and authority of the marae would be respected […] When the distance 
between the people was finally closed with the shared breath of the hongi, the 
borders faded away in a confirmation of the relationships and the reciprocity of 
aroha. In the intimate politics of those relationships, new and old stories could 
then be told’ (2020, locs. 1454-1460).  
This important hui stimulated kōrero of agreement and disagreement between the 
different groups and emphasised the role of the marae. The marae is the gateway for 
economic development to occur within a marae locale/rohe/ancestral landscape. It is the 
place where dialogue can occur. The marae is where the expectations of each party are 
clarified.  
 
Tangata whenua perceptions questioned the reasons for Ngāti Tahu-Ngāti Whaoa being 
in Tautoro, an area far beyond their own rohe, reasons which had nothing to do with 
cultural values and everything to do with economic, profit-making values. TN2T’s 
admission was frank – they were pursuing their own cultural imperatives of sustaining 
their papakāinga communities in their homeland, albeit via commercial means in another 
rohe. They described their own people’s experiences with the ‘colonial other’, indicating 
their own traditional mana whenua boundaries have ‘been disregarded and eroded’ in 
the early and recent past (Tapsell, 2002, p. 152). 
 
Oranga Kai CEO Che Charteris acknowledged that for himself, his iwi and their 
commercial interests were a ‘business entity, we have shareholders to consider…but 
we’re also tangata whenua in our own rohe…we don’t want to conduct ourselves here in 
Tautoro in a manner that we wouldn’t back home on our whenua…mana whenua is 




Further questions regarding cultural values within a commercial context were raised and 
elaborated upon. For ngā hapū o Tautoro these included asking and seeking clarification 
on the following questions: 
➢ What did mana mean for Tautoro in this case?  
➢ What did manaakitanga mean for Tautoro?  
➢ Did they in fact have a duty of manaakitanga?  
➢ How could they exercise it, in relation to TN2T and the commercial entity Oranga 
Kai in a way that recognised Tautoro hapū mana whenua and kaitiakitanga as well 
as ‘the hopes for an inherent interdependence’ between the two groups (Jackson, 
2020, loc., 1485)? 
 
At its conclusion, while the hui seemingly had little resolute outcome in terms of specific 
direction at the time, it did achieve the important and first mahi (work) of bringing people 
together and creating the right kind of wairua (spirit, attitude), a wairua of honourable 
connection and respect between people, that had been lost in previous interactions with 
NRC and HTF. Significantly also, there was agreement from Oranga Kai that orchard 
proceedings in relation to water take would be paused until the outcomes of the TWIA 
were finalised and presented before them.  
 
6.4 Kei Hea te Oranga mō mātau te Tangata Whenua (Where is the Sustenance for us the 
People of the Land)? TWIA Outcomes and Hapū Community Aspirations  
 
By walking the whenua, by visiting community members with different Tautoro 
whakapapa affiliations and talking with them in their homes and on marae, the research 
for the TWIA and this thesis provided insight into the hydrosocial cycle from a uniquely 
Tautoro cultural perspective (see chapter five). The journey realised the obvious – that 
tangata whenua bring an acute awareness of the state of their awa, puna and wetlands. 
This insight is conceived through successive generations of socio-cultural use and 
observation. Many views from a cross section of the community were shared out of 
passion and aroha for wai and whenua and given in the hope that tangata whenua 
connections to places and environments are not discounted or ‘…marginalised by the 
promotion of hard scientific knowledge…’ (Hammond, 2018, p. 60).  
 
The kōrero spoken reflected a collective state of informed awareness of present-day local, 
regional, national and global concerns of freshwater availability, freshwater usage, 
freshwater rights, freshwater governance and growing insecurities in a climate change 
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environment. Articles with headlines such as ‘Rising demand for avocados could threaten 
water levels in Aupōuri, Northland’ (Piper, 2019); ‘Chinese Firm Touts NZ's Potential as a 
Major Bottled Water Exporter’ (Hutching, 2018); ‘Avocado Growers' Water Take Divides 
Northland Communities’ (Williams, 2018); ‘The Risks Within NZ’s Private Water Supply’ 
(Williams, 2019); ‘The Land Below Us is Withering Away: Food, Water, and Lands at Risk 
Due to Climate Change says IPCC Report’ (McManus, 2019); ‘Historic Water Level Error 
Forces Aupōuri Aquifer Rethink’ (Northern Advocate, 2019); and ‘Northland's Water 
Shortage Reaches Crisis Point in Worst Drought on Record’ (McCann, 2020) - embodied 
possible realities for Tautoro hapū members and expressed major concerns about what 
the resource consent application represented as it stood.  These perceived realties were 
not fictional for Tautoro but rather were sourced from local examples.  
 
The experiences of Te Urioroi, Te Parawhau, and Te Māhurehure hapū in the small, rural, 
Māori community of Poroti - 56 kilometres south of Tautoro on State Highway 15 and the 
conflicts with the NRC and water bottling companies over Māori proprietary rights to 
freshwater and the recognition of kaitiaki relationships to wai Māori - were and continue 
to be in the forefront of community minds. Kaumātua Fred Sadler aptly described the 
community point of view:  
“we do not want to end up like our whanaunga…at Poroti Springs near 
Whangārei…that is not a good example of how companies and councils should be 
handling cultural and freshwater resources and their relationships with hapū. The 
histories and associations of Te Urioroi, Te Parawhau and Te Māhurehure ki 
Whatitiri hapū [with their taonga] were not understood. I hear now that Honey 
Tree Farms has been sold onto another company – Oranga Kai? Kei hea te oranga 
mō mātau? Haere ana te oranga ki hea, kia wai rānei hoki? [Where is the 
sustenance for us, tangata whenua? Where is the sustenance/benefit going and to 
whom?" (2019, personal communication, 24 May; see Hamer, 2016, for an in-
depth case study on the history of dispossession and exclusion of hapū 
kaitiakitanga of Poroti Springs).  
 
The testimonies given expressed several hydrological, hydrosocial and ecological 
concerns of large-scale orchard development and irrigation in their traditional rohe in a 
growing climate crisis environment. The TWIA research provided a more complex 
understanding of the Tautoro ecosystem to HTF, Oranga Kai and NRC - more than was 
understood at the time of resource consent submission in 2017 and NRC deliberation in 
2018. While many views related to taonga and mauri protection, revelations from the 
community also extended to the desire for a worldview and modus operandi to take place 
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in relation to Tautoro wai Māori usage - one that is ‘…embedded in interdependence 
rather than hyper-individualism, reciprocity rather than dominance and co-operation 
rather than hierarchy’ (Klein, 2014, p. 472) and one that enables hapū expressions and 
applications of kaitiakitanga to take place.  
 
In order to provide improved hydrosocial understandings and socio-cultural and 
environmental health outcomes for Tautoro whānau, THA thinking sought to encourage 
exploration by Oranga Kai into recent innovations in environmental science and 
technology platforms and tikanga guided monitoring practices (over and above the water 
flow meters installed at the HTF bore site and Te Mātā puna in 2018 mentioned in section 
6.1).  
 
The THA noted the peer review report by hydrogeologist Brydon Hughes which held the 
view that the estimates of potential seasonal irrigation requirements and methodologies 
utilised in the HTF/WWA resource consent application and the water volume sought 
were ‘appreciably higher than alternative estimates made using the Soil Plant 
Atmosphere System Model (SPASMO) and the Irrigation New Zealand Reasonable Use 
Database’ (2017, p. 14). This statement highlighted the need for targeted water use along 
with other water use efficiencies and planning mechanisms be examined to ensure any 
proposed allocation by NRC represents an efficient use of water.  
 
The TWIA acknowledged efforts already in place to monitor the HTF bore and Te Mātā 
puna by way of a Solinst M30 Levelogger and a Solinst Barologger respectively and the 
provision of this data to the THA and NRC. However, the Solinst Barologger installed at 
the puna required monthly, in person data collection by a WWA employee. Furthermore, 
the collection of monitoring data was complicated by the fact that the data logger for the 
water level monitoring for the bore and the puna was only able to be accessed and 
understood by WWA’s consultant technical expert - the analysis and presentation of 
which was reported in a manner not easily understood without hydrogeological training.  
 
Pertinent to the resolution of this issue for the THA was the question of whether the 
sensing technology/data provision be real-time, digitally accessible and comprehensible. 
This would allow the hapū community to virtually monitor water flows against water 
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extraction from the Tautoro aquifer and thus contribute to their understanding of wai 
Māori use by Oranga Kai and assist in the kaitiakitanga response to their taonga.  
 
From a Māori world perspective, the underlying desire and kin-obligated whakapapa 
duty to exercise kaitiakitanga fully is the need to protect mauri or the energy balance of 
taonga whenua and wai which is essential to tangata and whenua wellbeing (Tapsell & 
Dewes, 2018, p. 69). With mauri ‘conceptually representing the energy system’ of the 
Tautoro hydrosocial cycle; and with settler colonial impacts of agribusiness, native and 
exotic forest logging and capitalism already massively altering the landscape, a ‘shift in 
mauri’ could further upset the balance under which tangata whenua live their lives 
(Tapsell, 2020, pp. 24-25).  
 
The TWIA thus requested ongoing, meaningful hui kōrero to establish ways and means 
of facilitating adaptive kaitiakitanga management mechanisms that observe mauri 
indicators or frameworks for considering, understanding and managing the health of wai 
in the Tautoro catchment. It envisaged a mauri management and protection plan that 
identifies methods for preventing and addressing cultural and environmental effects. 
With mauri being ‘tangibly represented by the physical characteristics of a freshwater 
resource, including the indigenous flora and fauna, the fitness for cultural usage and its 
productive capacity’ (Tipa & Teirney, 2006, p. 1), the TWIA suggested the need for 
‘numerous site-specific measurements’ to provide reference data sets (and the time 
period of monitoring to determine the data) that is representative of the desired state of 
the Tautoro catchment (Snelder, et al., 2014).  
 
Via ‘continued physical habitat modelling and analyses’, factors could be identified to 
determine if mauri decline is occurring as a result of Tahi orchard irrigation (ibid., 2014, 
p. 847). As a final proposition, the TWIA sought an assurance of water take cessation if 
aquifer drawdown results in detectable, negative influences on the mauri in key areas 




6.5 Tahi Orchard Updated Water Strategy & Development Plan - Oranga Kai Response 2020 
 
In September 2019 both digital and printed draft versions of the TWIA were circulated 
throughout the Tautoro hapū network for review. Community responses were positive 
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and supportive of its provision of Tautoro socio-cultural and environmental histories and 
contexts. THA member Mana Te Whata felt the TWIA lacked statements that upheld He 
Whakaputanga and Te Tiriti derived assurances for the respect and influence of Tautoro 
hapū rangatiratanga in their environment in relationships with the likes of Oranga Kai: 
“the Crown has interfered with our rangatiratanga to our wai for a century [shown 
in chapter four]. Because of their [council] laws and decisions over the 
years…we’re at this point where lake Kererū, te Punakitere river they’re polluted, 
the flows are stagnant and water allocation happens behind closed doors. So never 
mind the councils. They make their decisions from faraway places but we’re here 
on the whenua…our tūpuna signed He Whakaputanga and Te Tiriti which 
articulated hapū had rights to water and so protection or allocation decisions 
today must be made with us [the hapū/tangata whenua]” (2019, personal 
communication, 23 October).  
 
The Waitangi Tribunal’s stage one findings into Māori claims to national freshwater and 
geothermal resources recognised that: 
‘…Māori had rights and interests in their water bodies for which the closest 
English equivalent in 1840 was ownership rights, and that such rights were 
confirmed, guaranteed, and protected by the Treaty of Waitangi […] we say that 
the nature and extent of the proprietary right was the exclusive right to control 
access to and use of the water while it was in their rohe’ (2012, p. 81).  
 
This perspective aids rangatiratanga claims of mana whenua today. As Hamer 
acknowledges, to have mana whenua rights also ‘carries a concomitant responsibility of 
kaitiakitanga, or duty of care’ (2016, p. 15; see also Kawharu, 2000, p. 359). Again, the 
Waitangi Tribunal explains that for those who have mana whenua, they: 
‘must exercise it in accordance with the values of kaitiakitanga – to act unselfishly, 
with right mind and heart, and with proper procedure. Mana and kaitiakitanga go 
together as right and responsibility, and that kaitiakitanga responsibility can be 
understood not only as a cultural principle but as a system of law. Finally, where 
kaitiaki obligations exist, they do so in relation to taonga – that is, to anything that 
is treasured taonga include tangible things such as land, waters, plants, wildlife, 
and cultural works; and intangible things such as language, identity, and culture, 
including mātauranga Māori itself’ (Waitangi Tribunal Report, 2011, p. 17). 
 
In another report, the Waitangi Tribunal also clarifies that tikanga Māori to cultural and 
tangible assets is not exclusionary:  
‘[U]nderlying the assertion of power comprised in the term ‘mana’ requires the 
holder(s) of the mana to exercise that power in a spirit of generosity (manaaki) 
towards others. The effect of this is that those with mana in land have a reciprocal 
duty to manaaki others. In turn, the exercise of manaaki reinforces the mana of the 
right holders. There is an endless cycle of entitlement, responsibility, and 




When asked what he thought would be the right way forward which enables 
rangatiratanga, manaakitanga and attendant kaitiakitanga in the ancestral landscapes of 
Tautoro, Mana Te Whata responded:   
“any kaupapa should begin at the marae level and not in the chambers of 
councillors or offices of hydrology experts. Kōrero hōhonu [deep conversation, 
true consultation] is the way – it consists of hapū, Oranga Kai, councils coming 
together here on the marae to try and agree on key kaupapa and move on to 
generate ideas that work for all of us. Proper attention to our mana whenua [in 
Tautoro] will improve our ability as kaitiaki…to influence future events here […] 
To enforce a rāhui around water use and veto extraction is a good example. If the 
wai in our puna near the orchards become visibly low, we put a rāhui on water 
extraction and during that period nothing should be pumped out of the ground. 
Pumping can restart when the rāhui is lifted. We set the tikanga as mana whenua 
and work with Oranga Kai to ensure supervision and compliance. That’s our 
responsibility and that would be better for everyone” (2019, personal 
communication, 23 October). 
 
With consideration to the attitudes expressed by community members, several re-drafts 
of the TWIA were completed with a finalised version achieved in early February 2020.  
 
A kanohi-ki-te-kanohi hui was scheduled to occur at Te Mātā marae between Oranga Kai, 
TN2T and Tautoro hapū for a hand over of the document in late March. The scheduled 
date however coincided with the nationwide Level 4 lockdown mandate of the New 
Zealand government in response to the global Covid-19 pandemic. 
 
Given the restrictions on travel and in-person interactions, a digital handover occurred 
via Google drop box, with interim audio-visual interactions and discussion occurring 
between Oranga Kai, TN2T and the THA via the Zoom platform. With a second, short-
duration consent issued by NRC to Oranga Kai for a water take of 400 cubic meters per 
day between 1 May 2020 to 20 September 2020 for frost protection measures, Oranga 




In response to the THA assertions of tino rangatiratanga, mana whenua and duties of 
kaitiakitanga and manaakitanga by the Tautoro community, Oranga Kai realised it needed 




In August 2020 and with reference to the TWIA as expert technical evidence, a majorly 
revised Tahi orchard development plan was announced to the THA. First and foremost, it 
recognised Tautoro whānau and hapū as tangata whenua and mana whenua in the 
Tautoro rohe. Secondly it recognised that wai Māori is a taonga and a finite resource 
highly valued by tangata whenua. It also explained that Oranga Kai had spent much of 
2019/2020 researching water-use efficiency in irrigated horticulture and planned to 
implement several irrigation engineering measures and water management strategies 
and technologies not seen in other Northland orchards. 
 
Namely, the modernisation of groundwater irrigation systems via direct bore-to-tree 
piped dripline systems that once implemented, would improve irrigation efficiency on 
the Tahi orchard and dramatically reduce water extraction. The enhanced productivity of 
irrigation water according to Che Charteris would transpire as “more yield per drop”, 
with less water lost to “non-productive evaporation” (2020, personal communication, 23 
June). In reference to HTF’s original consent, for TN2T trustee Mana Newton: 
“the consenting framework [under the RMA] effectively works against using water 
wisely. Consents are driven by market forces which increases demand for 
groundwater. Those who can afford to drill and pump water out of the ground can 
then apply for as much water as possible for up to as long as possible [e.g., 35 
years] and you don’t need water allocation in that way. That can lead to overdrawn 
aquifers and environment court processes. Conserving water application to soil 
through reducing spilt water is key because if we’re wasting the taonga that means 
the tangata whenua of Tautoro might not have enough for their needs…we as an 
iwi organisation are not into lazy capitalism’ (2020, personal communication, 9 
June). 
 
Oranga Kai envisage the plan becoming a template for future developments in the 
Northland region where water conservation is vital to industry and communities alike. 
By focusing on conservation measures their new irrigation plan seeks a maximum of 660 
cubic meters of groundwater per day for an annual maximum of approximately 69,000 
cubic meters per year to service an area of 22.97 hectares of avocado and kiwifruit crops. 
When compared to the original consent of HTF, there is a 70% reduction in the annual 
water take and a reduction of over 66% in the maximum daily water take (Craigmore, 
2020). Accordingly, greater water efficiency can be achieved by:    
 




➢ Consolidating the planting density of trees rows per hectare to accommodate 
more trees on less hectares. With denser planting, the trees will grow to a smaller 
size meaning there will be less evapotranspiration per tree thus raising trees with 
a higher resistant to dry and drought conditions; 
 
➢ The installation of frost fans for winter frost protection as an alternative to using 
freshwater sprinkler systems to control frost in the winter months and thus 
reduce annual water take; 
 
➢ Updating current datalogger systems installed at the bore site and Te Mātā puna 
with water level meters that will have telemetry links back to the water moisture 
monitoring systems operated by Harvest Electronics. This will allow for real-time 
feedback on water use and water levels at Te Mātā negating the need for physical 
data downloads. Remote access to data servers via passcode will be provided to 
the THA or any other community members wishing log in access (Craigmore, 
2020). 
  
The following section highlights areas Oranga Kai has suggested as collaborative methods 
and policies which aim to deliver influence of and appropriate priority to tangata whenua 
interests within their project kaupapa while simultaneously maintaining ‘organisational 
autonomy’ (McNamara, 2012, p. 393) and allowing TN2T/Ngāti Tahu-Ngāti Whaoa via 
Oranga Kai to exercise its own mana in the Tautoro rohe and achieve their individual 
development goals.69  
 
6.6 Mahi Kī Taurangi/Mahi Tūhono (Pact Making) for Rangatiratanga, Kaitiakitanga and 
Manaakitanga at the Local Level70 
 
In its closing stages, the revised Tahi orchard development plan also proposed the 
forming a rangatiratanga partnership agreement with Tautoro hapū (either individually 
or via another representative entity like the THA) – akin to what indigenous studies 
scholar Roger Maaka (Ngāti Kahungunu) describes as a ‘tangata whenua-manuhiri 'host-
 
69 It is useful to note here that while the advent of distant tribal commercial ventures developing outside of 
their traditional borders maybe new to the mid-north/Ngāpuhi region, the experience mirrors what is 
occurring nationwide. Examples of other iwi developing commercial interests outside of their own rohe 
include (but are not limited to) Ngāi Tahu Tourism the parent company for outdoor tourism businesses 
(Rainbow Springs Kiwi Wildlife Park and the Agrodome in Rotorua); Ngāi Tahu Holdings in a joint venture 
partnership with Tainui Group Holdings (Waikato-Tainui) purchase (2014) and sale (August 2020) of 
nationwide bus company GoBus; and Te Arawa Group Holdings (Rotorua) joint venture partnership with 
Ngāti Awa Group Holdings (Whakatane) of Matai Pacific’s largescale kiwifruit orchards throughout the Bay 
of Plenty area.  
70 The use of the terms mahi kī taurangi (Ngāpuhi) and mahi tūhono (Ngāti Kahungunu) in this subheading 




visitor' relationship [which] places obligations on both parties: manaaki 'care' for the 
visitors on the part of the hosts, and total respect for the hosts' rights on that of the 
visitors’ (1994, p. 315).  
 
The proposal recognises Tautoro hapū mana whenua rights, kaitiakitanga (protection) 
and manaakitanga (stewardship) obligations to freshwater ‘which have never been 
extinguished’ (Craigmore, 2020, p. 9). And despite no explicit expression of associated 
cultural duties of care, the proposal latently advances concepts of utu and tuku - social 
protocols closely associated with kaitiakitanga (Kawharu, 2000, p. 351) - in modern 
guise.  
 
Social anthropologist Joan Metge has observed that utu is ‘the principle of reciprocity, so 
highly significant in Classic Māori society, continues to play an important part in inter-
personal and inter-group relations in Māori society…’ (1976, p. 67). Legal academics 
Richard Benton, Alex Frame and Paul Meredith highlight that utu is ‘the response, 
whether by payment…or answer’ and in practice often arose via ‘reciprocal gift giving…to 
cement marriage relationship arrangements’ (2013, p. 467; see Kawharu, 2000, p. 361).  
 
Whereas tuku ‘embraces the notion of transference, either active or passive…in a social 
context’ (Benton, Frame & Meredith, 2013, p. 441). Salmond describes tuku as a ‘…gift 
exchange for handing over a taonga of some kind’ (2017, loc. 5231) whilst academic 
Susan Healy notes that tuku was ‘the basic power to validate a place on the land [which] 
lay with those with established ancestral title to the land, not with an outside[r]’ (2009, 
p. 120). She goes onto to explain that ‘for those who were the recipients of the tuku, it 
was essential that they respect the mana of the tribe whose goodwill made the ‘gift’ 
possible’ (Healy, 2009, p. 124 with reference to Rei & Young, 1991, p. 20). Kawharu 
reminds us of the thresholds of tuku to build long-lasting relations: 
‘[t]uku was tagged with an unwritten obligation to return something in kind. It 
was a reciprocal obligation that not only gave freedom to the receivers to use 
certain lands and resources, but also placed a debt on them. Such obligations were 
not always precisely defined, but the nature of the gifting process more than the 
actual gift itself would suggest to the receiver appropriate ways of reciprocating 
[…] tuku is more about an alliance between two groups than between two 
individuals […] While the receiver held a type of kaitiaki right over the gifted lands, 
importantly the donor group retained mana over such lands and, therefore, 




Finally, Kawharu and Tapsell explain that fundamentally, tuku ‘is about a relationship 
between two parties …[and] is as much a social alliance between two groups as it is a 
practical operation concerning physical places’ (2019, p. 91).  
 
Despite the expression of tuku not being initiated by Tautoro hapū in this instance, in 
tikanga terms, acts of reciprocity are incumbent on TN2T/Ngāti Tahu-Ngāti Whaoa as 
manuhiri and seekers of cultural acceptance and cultural permission from ngā hapū o 
Tautoro for Oranga Kai to proceed with taonga transfer (i.e., wai Māori/groundwater 
extraction from Tautoro ancestral landscape taonga in the interest of crop growth and 
the capital gain for their business and mana tangata for their iwi members).  
 
Mutu and Jackson affirm that ‘Treaty-making, the process of making agreements between 
polities, has a long history in Māori politics. Ngāti Kahungunu knew such agreements as 
mahi tūhono, or work to draw the people together’ (2016, p. 50).  
 
In consideration of the reciprocal aspects of rangatiratanga/kaitiakitanga roles, Oranga 
Kai have identified five collaborative commitments for a future agreement with Tautoro 
hapū (via the THA if it is collectively agreed upon that the THA is to be the appropriate 
group). Fundamentally it emphasises direct participation based on kōrero among tangata 
whenua, Oranga Kai and NRC (as decision making third party) in order to achieve mutual 
learning and foster joint decision-making. At the time of writing this chapter (December 
2020) - the measures while currently unique and laudable in the Northland regional 
horticultural sector, remain tentative and require further kanohi-ki-te-kanohi, 
whanaungatanga engagement consisting of ‘…much closer relationships, connections, 
and resources and [perhaps] even a blurring of the boundaries between organizations’ 
(Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007, p. 19).  
 
Collaborative features are listed below (sourced from Craigmore, 2020) and are followed 
by subsequent interpretation by the THA which provide community perspectives to the 
proposal and may help ‘to sharpen the innovation process’ (Kawharu & Tapsell, 2019, p. 
19): 
 
1. Information sharing:  What will be shared, how, when and to whom; 
➢ Creating a platform of kaitiaki knowledge and information sharing between 
Tautoro hapū, Oranga Kai and TN2T that facilitates collaboration, information 
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exchange and mutual learning and support in wai Māori management plans in 
Tautoro.  
 
2. Development and implementation of a Tautoro Wai Mauri Management and 
Enhancement Plan;  
➢ With the rise of environmental stressors such as climate change, horticultural 
pollutants and regional development pressures having the potential to impact on 
the Tautoro waterscape there is the need to create robust initiatives that achieve 
economic development, overall environmental protection and community 
resilience. The THA acknowledges the numerous sets of mātauranga Māori tools 
for environmental monitoring that have been developed since the early 2000’s 
(see Rainforth & Harmsworth, 2019, p. 21). The THA aspires to develop a Tautoro 
specific framework that takes into account the hydro-cosmological cycle and 
worldview outlined in chapter 5 and that enables hapū to monitor their 
freshwater taonga. Whilst significant cultural mapping of significant sites and 
water sources and associated cultural information and values has already 
occurred through the TWIA, major work remains in defining the environmental 
and socio-cultural parameters of the venture’s operation regarding water take and 
usage on the one hand and the economic needs of Oranga Kai on the other.  
 
➢ The THA envisages incorporating several tools, frameworks and methods that use 
new technologies and comprehensive monitoring systems for hapū to monitor, 
assess and to better care for their ancestral freshwater environment alongside 
Oranga Kai. Although development of the wai Māori mauri management plan is 
yet to formally get underway, the THA has already sought insights from Rainforth 
and Harmsworth’s work titled Kaupapa Māori Freshwater Assessments - A 
Summary of Iwi and Hapū-Based Tools, Frameworks and Methods for Assessing 
Freshwater Environments (2019). Their overview of kaupapa Māori tools, 
frameworks and methods for freshwater assessment summarised a total of 
thirteen tools used nationwide for matters that iwi/hapū considered important in 
their freshwater environment, including (but not limited to) taonga species 
monitoring, mahinga kai and cultural water/mauri health. It is hoped with 
reference to these frameworks, a Tautoro, hapū based monitoring initiative can be 
created (for example the Mauri Compass developed by Ian Ruru and David Wilson 
as well as several others yet to be explored).  
   
3. Independent audits of the monitoring reports prepared by Oranga Kai 
contractors; 
 
➢ The ability to review and comment on various aspects of operation monitoring 
and process outcomes (i.e., adequacy of technical information, intervention 
provisions) via third party ‘accountability mechanisms’ (Memon et al., 2010, p. 37) 
will ensure inter hapū/iwi cultural accountability and likely enhance mahi kī 




4. General (non-consenting) environmental monitoring assistance; 
 
➢ Oranga Kai in conjunction with the THA are to identify processes and structures 
that involve Tautoro hapū in the local governance, planning and management of 
their taonga whenua and wai. This can be achieved through (but not limited to) 
the measures outlined in point one of this list.  
 
5. Community Capacity Support; 
 
➢ Oranga Kai have suggested several strategies they believe increase Tautoro 
community capacity in water use, management and future horticultural 
development. These include: 
 
o The provision of water from the Tahi orchard bore for local Tautoro marae 
and other community members from Te Mātā puna or other local water 
sources is unavailable due to low rainfall or drought conditions; 
 
o The offer of a joint venture agreement that encourages community capacity 
development where a minimum of financial and technical support is 
provided to the Tautoro community; 
 
▪ A koha (gift/financial contribution) still to be negotiated. While 
monetary compensation is a worthwhile discussion it is not the 
focus of negotiations. A tentative rate of $0.1 per cubic meter in 
accordance with the volume of actual metered water use has been 
proposed. Any koha decided on will be set aside for the Tautoro 
community (equating to approximately $20,000 annually during 
times of maximum water use). The koha is to be set aside for 
development in trust and is to aimed assisting Tautoro marae, 
whānau/hapū with (but not limited to): 
 
▪ The funding of improvements to internal infrastructure at Te 
Mātā puna for domestic water take (e.g., safer access to roadside 
water site; improved piping/tap system for water collection 
(subject to relevant whānau /Te Mātā marae involvement and 
support). 
 
▪ The support of community (i.e., Tautoro School) based projects 
associated with wai Māori. Examples include (but are not 
limited to): 
 
o Horticulture/hydro science education initiatives within 
school. Scholarships for whānau members interested in 
hydrology and horticulture. 
o Kaitiakitanga based projects of puna and awa (i.e., 
riparian planting projects, fencing, water quality testing). 
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▪ Oranga Kai offers co-benefits and synergies to provide Tautoro 
community members and landowners with vocational training, 
learning outcomes and job opportunities in commercial 
horticultural systems, practices and techniques in plant science and 
production; 
 
▪ Oranga Kai also offers environmental capacity-based assistance to 
Tautoro community members in resource management processes 
(i.e., consenting matters and participation in regional plan 
development).  
 
Subject to community approval, these mahi kī taurangi/mahi tūhono or pact making 
efforts provide the basis for the design of a collaborative process for kaitiakitanga and 
manaakitanga of wai Māori at the local level in the form of a rangatiratanga partnership 
agreement. The community evaluation of these criteria is still underway at the time of 
writing this thesis chapter thus limiting the extent to which I can comment on the success 
or failure of collaboration in this instance with Oranga Kai. It is the hope of Oranga Kai to 
apply to the NRC for a permanent consent on the terms outlined in its revised Tahi 
orchard plan with the assent of the Tautoro community and the support of THA. 
 
What can be said, however, is that ‘…where an entrepreneurial venture engages tangata 
and whenua as a dualistic whole, it activates a matrix of kin accountability/whakapapa 
that connects ancestral past with descendant present’ (Kawharu & Tapsell, 2019, p. 19). 
The kin accountability/whakapapa connections fostered between TN2T and ngā hapū o 
Tautoro at Te Mātā marae and the whakapapa kōrero of the TWIA are examples of a 
‘genealogical linking of people’ in marae ‘activated engagement’ (Kawharu & Tapsell, 
2019, p. 19) for shared responsibility to wai Māori and tangata whenua. For political 
scientist Madeleine McNamara, the most successful interorganisational collaborations (in 
this case inter hapū/iwi organisations) knowledge and resources are pooled together and 
‘individual participants are able to draw on their organizational ties [i.e., whakapapa 
relationships] and, at the same time, transcend those ties to act collectively’ (McNamara, 
2012, p. 397; citing Hardy et al., 2005, p. 58).  
 
As chapter five showed, the initial planning process for the Tahi orchard occurred in a 
context in which RMA policy continues to shape and restrict the underlying ability of hapū 
mana whenua to express their kaitiakitanga, manaakitanga and rangatiratanga through 
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priorities given to private horticultural stakeholder plans and interests. The contrary 
position of Tautoro hapū as tangata whenua sought ways and means to disrupt the 
objectionable status quo - ‘…that Māori views and interests are often balanced out 
altogether in the balancing exercise that is at the heart of the planning and resource 
consent process’ (Waitangi Tribunal, 2019, p. 25; see also Wheen, 2002, p. 273); and that 
local government approaches to water management are technocratic and hierarchical 
(Teisman et al., 2013, pp. 4-8; Ricart et al., 2018, p. 3).  
 
The TWIA, without the ‘statutory stimulus' (Ricart et al., 2018, p. 6) of local government, 
sought to create ‘…a new process of culturally bounded environmental’ (Kawharu & 
Tapsell, 2019, p. 103) relations with Oranga Kai that moves the absolute reliance of limit 
setting and decision making ‘…away from the jurisdiction [of local government solely] 
and into a network of partnership’ (McNamara, 2012, p. 396).71  
 
6.7 Towards a Template for Community Engagement and the Role of Proactive, Local 
Community Leadership  
 
With big irrigation infrastructure approval continuing to be fast-tracked in Northland by 
central government in order to support growing horticultural and agricultural 
development (see irrigationnz, 2020), there is every chance the Tautoro landscape will 
become more of a ‘commercialised space’ (Kawharu & Tapsell, 2019, p. 19). With global 
warming destabilisation and the projected average summer temperature increases in 
Northland ranging from 0.7 degrees Celsius to 1.1 degrees Celsius by 2040 (Ministry for 
the Environment, 2018, p. 14), there is a major need to keep the paradigm of ‘reciprocal 
kin relationships’ between the likes of Oranga Kai, tangata whenua and governmental 
actors; a need for ‘a conscious continuum of reflexive engagement of kin-accountability’ 
- all within ‘the purview of ancestral marae communities’ (Kawharu & Tapsell, 2019, p. 
19). Why? Because the consequences of a ‘transition from groundwater well-fare to ill-
fare’ by the likes of groundwater overdraft and climatic threats to water security are often 
overwhelmingly experienced by ‘marginalized communities’ (Hoogesteger & Wester, 
2015, pp. 118-119).  
 
 
71 See also Mutu (2002) who profiled a case study on the struggles of building a mutually beneficial 
relationship between tangata whenua (Te Whānau Moana) and a consent seeking developer on the Karikari 
Peninsula in the Far North of New Zealand.  
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What is occurring in Tautoro today regarding tribal boundaries existed in customary 
times. Inter-tribal divisions and conflicts on issues of boundary definition and mana 
(whenua) and rangatiratanga in those boundaries are the same being contested in the 
Waitangi Tribunal claims elsewhere (see for example Waitangi Tribunal Report 2020 on 
the Hauraki Settlement Overlapping Claims Inquiry Report).  
 
In the Tautoro case, however, mana whenua has not so much been debated or contested, 
but the protection of mana whenua rights and duties have certainly been in question and 
‘in play’, just as in Treaty claim environments. In order to achieve positive progress at the 
local level, a marae and tikanga-based process – as seen in the Tautoro experience - may 
offer a template of cultural values and pragmatic principles regarding inter-tribal 
relationships and tribal commercial objectives. This template consists of the following 
basic elements:  
1. Marae-based kōrero between tangata whenua and external parties at the outset 
of any proposed venture; 
 
2. The activation of customary values: whakapapa (see chapters 1 and 
2); mana (mana tūpuna, mana tangata, mana whenua; see chapters 1 and 2); ahi 
kā (see chapter 2); whanaungatanga (see chapter 2); utu and tuku (section 6.6); 
and manaakitanga and kaitiakitanga (section 6.6);  
 
3. Close communication and respect between parties (as expressions of 
whanaungatanga and manaakitanga);  
 
4. Written outcomes that record and reinforce agreed values and that enable 
appropriate monitoring strategies; and 
 
5. Provision for capacity and capability development of each party as necessary. 
 
An underpinning principle of the template is the protection and exercise of 
rangatiratanga i.e., ‘the qualities and characteristics of esteemed leadership’ (Kawharu & 
Tapsell, 2019, p. 24) that I want to close this chapter on.  
 
As environmental management and planning scientist Ali Memon, environmental 
scientist Brett Painter and political scientist Ed Weber stress, the long-term success of 
collaborative approaches to natural resource management at catchment levels ‘rely 
principally on community leadership…[with]…a person or persons with sufficient trust 
and respect from participants to keep the process moving forward’ (2010, p. 40). With 
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TN2T and Oranga Kai voicing an intention of long-term residence in the Tautoro rohe, the 
future sustenance of community leadership of individuals and people from within hapū 
and iwi ‘who are able to span boundaries, build trust and relationships, and develop a 
constituency for collaboration’ (Margerum & Robinson, 2015, p. 54) is paramount for 
rural, marae communities like Tautoro who are facing many social, economic and 
environmental challenges as well as crises of customary, marae based successive 
leadership (Tapsell, 2014).  
Collaborative planning and management academic Richard Margerum and human 
geographer Catherine Robinson, recognise that the implementation of collaborative 
partnership activities and joint decision making require high levels of demand and 
expectation from leadership (2015, p. 54). Given the mercurial nature of water and water 
management in a climate crisis environment where uses, management and ‘governance 
processes are constantly moving in a continuum of change and stability…which need 
prompt and legitimate response and action’ (Teisman et al., 2013, p. 8), community 
leadership needs to be culturally savvy and equipped; to be resilient; to be nimble at 
addressing challenges; and be able to bring their community together to ‘generate a 
collective response [and] strategy’ (Margerum & Robinson, 2015, p. 54).  
The potential for an ongoing, intergenerational partnership between ngā hapū o Tautoro 
and TN2T/Oranga Kai raises questions of the leadership development of individual 
leaders across the lifespan of the partnership. Margerum and Robinson forewarn of the 
dangers of community-external entity collaborations stating that for community 
leadership groups ‘that become too dependent upon individuals may also be vulnerable 
to dissolution…when there [are]…leadership changes and…turnover’ of membership 
(ibid., p. 54). While frictions between ngā hapū o Tautoro and the likes of HTF and Oranga 
Kai may have ended, and the THA on behalf of Tautoro hapū are continually on alert for 
further external challenges to mana whenua and kaitiakitanga, what does the future of 
Tautoro community leadership look like?  
First raised in chapter 2, section 2.2.2 the THA – a rōpū kaitiakitanga or guardianship 
group of leaders was formed in accordance with customary, marae-based values and 
knowledge and activated in response to the immediate crisis of initial water take brought 
about by HTF. The marae derived values of mana and manaaki have ‘guided the behaviour 
and foci of the complementary roles of rangatira, tohunga, pōtiki and kaumātua’ over the 
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course of the THA’s oppositional and collaborative experiences (Kawharu, Tapsell & 
Woods, 2017, p. 23).  
 
Formed at Te Atawhai Miria marae in Tautoro, the seven individuals that make up the 
THA regime naturally embodied the leadership toolkit of four different but 
complementary central leadership roles espoused by Kawharu, Tapsell and Woods:  
‘[a]t the centre of the leadership team is the rangatira; an individual who has 
oversight and vision for entrepreneurship and primary accountability in service 
to a kin community. Supporting the rangatira are cultural custodians or kaumātua, 
whose role is to ensure that the inherited values of the kinship system remain 
central in entrepreneurship. Their actions are driven by the ethic or duty of care 
(manaaki) towards the community. At the other end of the spectrum is the pōtiki 
or individuals who challenge the status quo, presenting alternatives to current 
action. Their ideas may be driven by a sense of having a right, authority (mana) or 
freedom to speak up. The fourth leader is the technical specialist or tohunga, 
whose role is to provide the expertise specific to the crisis, challenge or situation. 
The rangatira brings together all leadership roles, ensuring that the 




This chapter has distinguished a series of crucial events in the evolutionary whakapapa 
of horticultural development on ancestral landscapes and water extraction initiatives of 
wai Māori in Tautoro. In this case, it was the purchase of the Tahi orchard by 
TN2T/Oranga Kai and their engagement in marae based, kanohi-ki-te-kanohi discussion. 
From this platform, the chapter has contrasted the initial position of hapū involvement 
as something akin to bystanders in the planning process of wai Māori usage in chapter 
five, to a situation in which Tautoro hapū can now be active co-creators and partners in 
the processes of planning, implementation, management and maintenance of wai Māori 
in their ancestral landscapes, along with local government and other parties  
 
Active engagement of Tautoro hapū is the primary element of a template for addressing 
long-term wai Māori management. The template also advocates the centrality of marae 
values and associated leadership to enable and advance this engagement. But while these 
principles may seem self-explanatory or obvious, there are other issues that need to be 
addressed and which may either support or undermine such a template. At a macro level, 
for instance, it will be important to rethink current water related law and policy. In the 
final chapter (7), I, therefore turn to concluding comments of key threads discussed 


































Chapter Seven: Kōrero Whakamutunga, Kōrero Whakatīmatanga 
(Closing Statements, Future Aspirations) 
 
 
My kin-community of Tautoro is like many other marae-based kin communities 
nationwide. There are many challenges that we face including compromised health and 
justice outcomes, sub-standard housing, education and other social worries. While I have 
not been able to address these, they remain integral parts of the wider tangata, whenua 
and wai sustainable future, or ‘oranga’ focus. Instead, my thesis focused on, and was 
written in response to, the immediate needs of my kin-community concerning the 
defence of their mana relationships to whenua and wai in the face of local, contemporary 
challenges of groundwater extraction and economic models of extractivism, as well as the 
long-standing and continued yearning for the return of our Maunga, Roto and wāhi tapu. 
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The structuring of Tautoro whakapapa narratives in this thesis - from a present to past 
lens - have not existed in this contemporary form before now and so its findings 
contribute new material to the wider kete (basket, collection) of knowledge and can help 
local communities overcome some of the many socio-environmental challenges Aotearoa 
New Zealand faces.  
 
This thesis validates whakapapa in research as paradigm and method. From a 
methodological point of view, I hope the thesis aids further discussions and 
developments on Māori research methods as framed by whakapapa.  
 
The method is not exclusive to kin-insider researchers like myself. The whanaungatanga 
(relationality) a whakapapa thinking generates has relevance for all researchers wishing 
to engage with kin-community groups. As shown in my papakāinga based experience, 
whakapapa (genealogy) does not equate to guaranteed whanaungatanga simply by being 
kin alone. Whakapapa critically hinges on accountability. Mahi or those behaviours that 
generate effective relationships – like korero pono (effective communication), mahitahi 
(collaboration), tiakitanga (care) and aroha (empathy) are key facilitating factors. These 
relationship ethics are beneficial for all human to human and human to non-human 
interactions.  
 
Whakapapa is not merely about relationships but it also provides a framework with 
which kōrero (data) is viewed and assessed. Whakapapa is central to the Māori world 
view where we look back to the past while moving forward - hoki whakamuri, kia anga 
whakamua.  
 
From this view applied to whenua and wai, hydrosocial relationships are more valued 
with mauri (energy, ancestral life essence) connecting wai directly to tangata.  
 
Historically in Tautoro, hapū rangatiratanga has been obstructed through the process of 
settler colonisation, land alienation and inadequate engagement with regards to 
governance issues. Examples of this covered by this thesis include the dispossession of 
Roto Kererū, the acquisition of Te Mātā puna by local government and the initial 
consultation strategy by HTF with regards to their water take application, which was 
found by hapū to be lacking despite fulfilling legal obligations as laid out by the RMA.  
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Since the 1840 signing of Te Tiriti o Waitangi, rangatira such as Iraia Kuao, Tāmati 
Pēhikuru and many others have continually fought for their rangatiratanga and 
kaitiakitanga, exhausting available legal channels. This continues in the present day with 
the formation of the THA and the production of such documents as the TWIA.  
 
True co-governance of whenua and wai can exist when commercial entities engage with 
hapū in a kanohi-ki-te-kanohi, marae-based way, in acknowledgement of mana whenua 
and rangatiratanga. An example of this has been demonstrated in this thesis through the 
whanaungatanga (relationship building) and utu (relationship balancing) efforts of 
Oranga Kai, TN2T, ngā hapū o Tautoro and the THA. Although this mahi tūhono is yet to 
be finalised, all parties have benefitted from this genuine form of consultation.  
 
This approach has inspired a vision for future engagement by council and commercial 
entities, rarely seen in the region before. A role of this thesis could therefore be to advise 
policy reform, as well as upcoming local government consultation strategy on current 
proposals for the development of large-scale irrigation dams planned for Tautoro and 
nearby kin-communities.  
 
Additionally, my research identified key elements of a template for Tautoro hapū, which 
may be applied to one extent or another by other kin communities, as they search for and 




Our marae in Tautoro hosted the huimate of several kaumātua and kuia of Tautoro who 
contributed in various important ways to the research process for this thesis. Moe mai 
rātau (rest well those who have departed). Cyclically, at the completion of this thesis my 
wife Emma is soon to give birth to our first child. As the Māori whakatauki describes, mate 
atu he tētēkura, ara mai he tētē kura - when the fern frond dies, another grows and takes 
its place. Thus, the whakapapa – the birth of new life and the potential for new knowledge 
and succession for Tautoro continues. My hope is that someday my tamariki – child(ren) 
– and tamariki mokopuna will read this thesis and be able to reflect that justice has 
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Ahi kā Customary concept of burning fire, symbolising the 
continuance of occupational practices on the land, 
also “ahi ka-roa” or long-burning fire 
Ana Fissures, caves, pores, tunnels, caverns 
Aotearoa New Zealand 
Aroha Love, compassion, empathy 
Aroha mai My apologies, forgive me 
Ātea Open area in front of the meeting house where 
formal welcomes to visitors take place 
Atua gods, primordial deities 
Awa River 
Āwhina Assist/help 
Haka Ceremonial dance performance 
Hāngi Traditional earth oven 
Hapū Kin-community, kinship-group.  
Hapū-ā-rohe hui Pan-tribal meetings 
Hara Wrongs which upset the balance, violation of tapu 
Harakeke Aotearoa New Zealand native flax, Phormium 
tenax (also called kōrari) 
Hau Fame, reputation, also life essence or spiritual   
 force 
Hau kāinga Local kin-community residents, ancestral land-
based communities 
Hauora Wellbeing 
Hīnau Aotearoa New Zealand native tree, the fruit of 
which can be eaten, Elaeocarpus dentatus 
Hongi Shared breath, pressing of noses in greeting 




Huimate Māori funerary practices 
Iwi Constellation of multiple hapū associated with a  
 particular region. Literally: bones 
Io  The first entity 
Kahikatea Aotearoa New Zealand endemic coniferous tree,   
 the berries    
 of which can be eaten, Dacrycarpus dacrydioides 
Kai Food, nutrition sources 
Kaiako Teacher/tutor 
Kai keri-poka Gravedigger 
297 
 
Kaikōrero Speaker, researcher, author 
Kaimahi Worker 
Kaimoana Seafood 
Kāinga Home, homeland 
Kaitiaki Caretaker 
  Guardianship group 
Kaitiakitanga Respectful and responsible practices,   
 guardianship,  trusteeship 
Kaiwhakaoko Listener 
Kanohi ki te kanohi Face to face, in person 
Karaka Aotearoa New Zealand endemic tree, the berries of   
 which can be eaten, Corynocarpus laevigatus 
Karakia Prayer, incantation, negotiation of spiritual  
 boundaries 
Karanga Call, formal call of welcome to enter the marae and  
 thus an invitation to enter a dialogue 
Karanga matua Extended uncles 
Karanga whāea Extended aunts 
Kaumātua Elder, commonly understood as male elder with 
specialist knowledge of cultural values relating to 
marae/hapū 
Kaumātuatanga Old age 
Kaupapa Proposal, rules, general principles, plans 
Kauri Aotearoa New Zealand native tree, Agathis 
australis 
Kawa Customs of a particular community or marae, the   
 manifested behaviour, ritual, utilisation of words   
 or phrases unique to the local dialect 
Kawakawa Aotearoa New Zealand native shrub, used for its  
 medicinal purposes, Piper excelsum 
Kete Woven basket, collection 
Kēwai Freshwater crayfish 
Kiore Polynesian rat 
Kiwi Flightless national bird of Aotearoa New Zealand, 
Apteryx 
Koha Gift, offering 
Kōrari Aotearoa New Zealand native flax, Phormium 
tenax (also called harakeke) 
Kōrero Stories, interpretations, words, information/data, 
speak/talk, engage 
Kōrero hōhonu Deep conversation, true consultation 
Kōrero tawhito Oral stories from the old world 
Kōtahitanga Unity, solidarity, collective action 
Kuia Elder, commonly understood as female elder with  




Kūmara Sweet potato, Ipomoea batatas 
Kupu Word 
Mahi Work/study, physical work and daily tasks 
Mahi kī taurangi/Mahi 
tūhono 
Pact-making, assurance 
Mahi māra Gardening 
Mahinga kai Vegetable growing area, cultivation 
  
Mahi tahi To work as one, teamwork 
Mana Spiritual power, authority, prestige. A 
supernatural force in a person, place or object. 
Manaaki Support 
Manaakitanga Positive relationships, hospitality, the process of 
showing respect, generosity and care for others 
Mana atua gods 
Mana Māori Indigenous cultural identity maintenance 
Mana motuhake Localised tribal political autonomy/leadership 
Mana tangata Physical wellbeing of a large natural grouping, the 
confidence and vitality of hapū, whānau and 
individuals. 
Mana tūpuna Influence of ancestors, their leadership and deeds 
Mana whakahono-a-rohe Iwi participation agreements 
Mana whenua Group with territorial rights, relationships of kin 
groups to land, waterways. Exclusively ancestral 
authority of a kāinga/marae community from and 
over surrounding ancestral estates: soils + 
waterways + climate 
Manuhiri Visitors 
Mānuka Aotearoa New Zealand native scrub bush, tea-tree, 
Leptospermum scoparium 
Māoritanga Māori culture 
Marae Meeting house, ancestral centre of tribal identity 
Marae māra Marae centred food systems 
Mārama Understanding, brightness, lightness 
Māramatanga Enlightenment 
Mātai Aotearoa New Zealand endemic tree, the berries of  
 which can be eaten, Prumnopitys taxifolia 
Mātauranga Information/everyday knowledge 
Matua kēkē Uncles 
Maunga Mountain 
Maunga haere Travelling mountains 
Maunga tupua A spirit or supernatural form which can inhabit  
 objects in the landscape 
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Mauri Bonding element, the life essence or energy 
present in all things 
Mihi / mihimihi Initial greeting of identity/introduction 
Mita Dialect 
Mōteatea Chant 
Nama tahi First, number one, (in context used - senior) 
Nama rua Second, number two, next 
Nama toru Third, number three (in context used - junior) 
Ngā hapū o Tautoro Those groups who have customary relationships 
with Tautoro 
Ngāhere Bush/forests 
Ngā kawa whakahaere o te 
marae 
Formal marae meeting procedures 
Ngā kāwai tūpuna Deity or ancestor with continuing influence in the 
world 
Ngā purunga tuna The passageways traversed/filled/plugged by eels 
Ngā rā o mua Days past 
Ngā uri whakatupu Future generations of descendants 
Ngā wāhi hōhonu o te whenua Deep places of the earth 
Noa Profane, ordinary, a state free of tapu restrictions 
Nui Abundant, large 
Oranga Health and wellbeing 
Pā Traditional fortified village, elevated and terraced 
settlement 
Pā maioro Flat topped pā with terraced sides, strongly 
fortified 
Pākehā Foreigner, commonly understood to mean New 
Zealander of European descent 
Papa / Papatūānuku Female principle, earth mother, earth. Also, a 
physical object in the shape of something broad, 
flat and hard, strata 
Papakāinga Home community 
Papa tupu whenua Customary title to land 
Parareka Fern root 
Pātere Free-flowing chant 
Peruperu Potato - a general term sometimes used, but also      
for a particular cultivar, Solanum tuberosum 
Pono Be true or correct 
Pōtiki Opportunity seekers 
Pou Pillars 
Pounamu Greenstone/nephrite 
Pou whakairo Carved post 
Pou whenua Uncarved wooden post 
Pōwhiri Welcoming ceremony 
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Puna Natural fresh-water spring 
Pūrākau Stories, ancient legends 
Pure Purification ritual, ceremony to remove tapu 
Rāhui Restriction, temporary ritual prohibition 
Rangatira High-ranking leader, person with leadership 
qualities 
Rangatiratanga Chieftainship, right to exercise authority 
Rangi / Ranginui e tū iho nei Male principle, sky father, sky 
Rimu Aotearoa New Zealand endemic tree, Dacrydium 
cupressinum 
Ringa wera Kitchen hand 
Ritenga Customary practices 
Rīwai Potato 
Rohe Traditional territory 
Rohe kōreporepo Wetland areas 
Rohe pōtae Autonomous Māori land zone, tribal territory 
Rongo To hear 




Rūnanga Tribal council 
Taihoa koa Wait, hang on please 
Take raupatu Land right obtained by conquest 
Take tūpuna Ancestral rights 
Takiwā Regional issue discussion forum  
Tamariki Children 
Tanekaha Aotearoa New Zealand endemic tree, Phyllocladus 
trichomanoides 
-Tanga Suffix, indicates mutual relationships 
Tangata People, person 
Tangata i roto i te whenua People in the landscape 
Tangata whenua People of the land 
Tāniko Finger woven pattern usually in the form of an  
 embroidered cloak 
Taniwha Guardian entity of a territory 
Taonga Treasure, ancestral belongings, object, item or 
thing of ancestral value 
Tapu Sacred, prohibited, restricted, set apart, spiritual 
restrictions 
Taraire Aotearoa New Zealand endemic tree, the berries of 
which can be eaten, Beilschmiedia tarairi 
Taro Edible starchy plant, introduced by Māori to 
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Aotearoa New Zealand, Colocasia esculenta 
Tauparapara Incantation to begin a speech 
Tautoko Support 
Te Ao Hurihuri The ever-changing world of the present 
Te Ao Māori The world known to Māori  
Te Ao Mārama The world of light/enlightenment 
Te Ao Wairua The spirit world 
Te ara tika The right path 
Te Hauora The Breath of Life 
Teina Younger sibling 
Te ira tangata Human element/human genes/humankind 
Te kāwai tūpuna Legendary heroes 
Te Kōmiti Kaumatua The committee of elders 
Te Kōmiti o Matiu Kapa The committee lead by Matiu Kapa 
Te kōpū o te whenua o 
Papatūānuku 
The belly of mother earth 
Te Kore The Void/nothingness 
Te Mana o te Wai The spiritual power of the water 
Te Mihi Tuatahi The first introduction 
Te ohonga The cradle 
Te pito o te hāpori The centre of the community 
Te Po The night 
Te Reo Māori The Māori language 
Te tai ao The global domain 
Te tai atua The spiritual domain 
Te tai tangata The human domain 
Te tai tini The domain of resources 
Te Tiriti o Waitangi The Treaty of Waitangi signed in 1840 
Te whare tapu o Ngāpuhi The sacred mountains within the tribal area of   
Ngāpuhi 
Tiaki Care 
Tiakitanga Being careful how others are treated 
Tika Correct 
Tikanga Customary protocols that determine what is right  
and wrong in the local socio-physical environment 
Tino rangatiratanga Autonomy, self-determination 
Titiro Look, see 
Tohunga Skilled person, priestly expert, chosen expert in a  
particular field. 
Tohungatanga Specialist knowledge 
Tohunga whakairo Master carver 




Tuakana Older sibling 
Tūī Endemic passerine bird of Aotearoa New Zealand 
Tuku Gift exchange, reciprocal offering 
Tumu Root, foundation, origin 
Tuna Eel 
Tūpuna Ancestors, elders 
Tūpuna wahine Female ancestor 
Tūrangawaewae A place to stand, a place to leave, a place to return  
to when that future time comes 
Ture Lore 
Tūtūru Fixed, permanent, authentic 
Tūtūru tikanga Māori Traditional, authentic aspects of cultural 
knowledge, identity, custom and protocol. 
Wāhi tapu Sacred place 
Wāhi rongoa Source of traditional medicine 
Wai Water 
Wai māori Pure water 
Waiata Song, chant 
Wairua Spirit, attitude 
Waka Boat, canoe, vehicle 
Wānanga Knowledge forums, tribal/esoteric knowledge,  
study or deliberation 
Wānangananga Open floor discussions and forethought 
Weka Aotearoa New Zealand endemic bird, Gallirallus  
australis. 
Whāea kēkē Aunts 
Whaikōrero Speechmaking, formal oratory 
Whaka-  Prefix meaning ‘to cause something to happen’ 
Whakaaro Thinking/thought, concept 
Whakahihi Boastful, selfish 
Whakahoki Return, give back 
Whakamā Shame 
Whakapapa Genealogy, matrix of relationships, layering.  
Genealogical scaffolding of knowledge, a  
framework upon which knowledge is situated. 
Literally ‘to place in layers one level upon another’ 
Whakapapa kōrero o Tautoro Important narratives which define Tautoro  
identity 
Whakapaparanga Layer, generation 
Whakarongo Listen, to know or get to know, not only by hearing 
but also by touching, feeling, seeing, intuition, or 
any other means 
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Whakarongo-a-taringa Hearing, knowing by the ear 
Whakatauki Proverbial expression 
Whānau Family, kin, familial 
Whanaunga Extended family 
Whānaungatanga Positive relationships, kinship, sense of family 
connection. A relationship through shared 
experiences and working together which 
provides a sense of belonging. 
Whānui Wide, extensive 
Whare House 
Wharehui Meeting house 
Wharekai Dining hall 
Whenua Land/soil 
Urupā Cemetery 
Utu Reciprocity 
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